QL 335 53^4 

vua__ 


106736 

L8SNAA- 


3RTfqr fnurr 
Accession No. 

Class No. _ 

3^ t 

Book No. _ 


1 TTtsfta awretf 

ademy of Administration 

SRTt 

MUSSOORIE 

LIBRARY 

— ft: C ?%(: 


3&£j53$J* 

__Vu^- 



ON 

YUGOSLAV 

REVISIONISM 



ON THE DRAFT PROGRAMME OF THE LEAGUE 
OF COMMUNISTS OF YUGOSLAVIA 


T HE draft programme of the League of Communists, drawn up 
by the Commission of the Central Committee of the League and 
submitted for the consideration of the 7th Congress which will 
open on April 22, was published in Yugoslavia this March and is now 
being discussed. According to the Yugoslav press, in the course of 
the discussion the communists of Yugoslavia are voicing numerous 
comments and suggestions with the aim of helping in the final drafting 
of the programme. 

Consideration and adoption of a programme is a big event 
in the life of every communist party ; it is an internal matter for the 
party, but, naturally, it arouses the interest of communists in other 
countries as well. The draft programme of the League of Communists 
attracts attention for the additional reason that the questions posed 
in it extend far beyond the scope of internal problems of Yugoslavia. 
This is clearly stated in the introductory part of the draft : 

“ The Programme of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia 
represents an analysis of present-day contradictions in the world and 
determines the views and stand of Yugoslav communists on general 
problems of social, economic and political relations in the world. 

“ The Programme of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia 
expresses principled opinion on certain of the most important problems 
of the contemporary international labour movement and the develop¬ 
ment of socialism in the whole world.”* (P. 8) 

An acquaintance with the draft programme of the League 
of Communists reveals that it includes a number of general principles 
of Marxism-Leninism and contains quite a few correct generalisa¬ 
tions. But at the same time, it contains, unfortunately, many theses 
that are clearly in contradiction with the theory and practice of 
Marxism-Leninism, with the theory and practice of the world com¬ 
munist movement. This especially refers to such questions as that 
of a contemporary international development, of the two world sys¬ 
tems, of the experience of socialist construction in various countries, 
the USSR in the first place, of the socialist state of proletarian 


•Naort programs Savrza komunista Jugoslavije. ‘Kultura. Mart 1958. 
Beograd. All further references to the “ Progr amme of the League of Communists 
of Yugoslavia" in this article are acc^r^fi^p^^publication. 
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internationalism and relations between socialist countries and between 
communist parties, of the conception of modern revisionism and 
dogmatism. 

The fact cannot be bypassed that the appraisal of the modem 
international situation, of the development of the world socialist 
system and the international labour and communist movement con¬ 
tained in the draft programme in a number of important points goes 
contrary to the appraisal given in the Declaration and Peace Mani¬ 
festo adopted by the Meeting of the representatives of Communist 
and Workers’ Parties in November 1957. The authors of the draft 
programme note that at the present stage of the struggle for socialism 
there “ exist certain differences in opinions on some theoretical and 
practical problems.” Thus, the matter is not one of particular 
problems but of problems of principle in the theory and practice of 
socialism on which a special conception is put forward in the draft 
programme of the League of Communists. 

At this moment, when the draft programme of the League of 
Communists is being discussed in Yugoslavia, we would like to put 
forward some comradely comments on a number of questions of 
principle in the hope that they will be favourably received and con¬ 
sidered by the authors of the draft. 

* * * 

A prominent place in the draft programme of the League of 
Communists of Yugoslavia is devoted to the question of modern 
capitalism and the ways of transition to socialism. The central 
idea here is the one that parallel with revolutionary socialist changes, 
an evolutionary process is taking place of the transformation of 
capitalism into socialism. The attempt to prove that socialist society 
may emerge also in an evolutionary manner has entailed a string of 
anti-scientific, non-Marxist, non-Leninist reasoning regarding the 
phenomena and processes characteristic of modem capitalism. 

In the draft programme correct theses concerning monopolistic 
capitalism intermix with incorrect ones, especially in those parts where 
the subject is the state-monopolistic capitalism prevalent today in 
developed capitalist countries, Jn this document prominence is given 
to political factors in the development of state-monopolistic capitalism 
to the detriment of an analysis of the internal economic laws inherent 
in capitalism. 

While correctly noting the increased role of the bourgeois state 
in capitalist economy, the authors of the draft at the same time present 
a wrong picture of relations between monopolistic capital and the 
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stale. The state, the draft programme says, “ exercises more and 
more control over capital, partially limiting the right of private 
management of capitalist property and depriving the owners of 
private capital of certain independent functions in economy and 
society. The process of cohesion of the leadership of monopolies 
with state machinery is continuing further. This leadership is losing 
to an ever increasing degree its former, fully independent role in 
certain fields of its activity, while certain functions of the monopolies 
are increasingly going over to the stale.” (p. 18) 

The idea that state interference narrows the basis of the economic 
might of monopolistic capital has nothing in common with the actual 
state of affairs in capitalist society. Has the nationalisation of in¬ 
dividual enterprises or individual industries in Britain, Italy or France 
narrowed the basis of the economic might of monopolistic capital 
as a whole? Not in the least ! It has freed the capital of mono¬ 
polies that was bogged in technically backward and unprofitable 
industries (the coal industry, etc.). It has shifted the burden to the 
taxpayer and made it possible for the capitalists to invest their capital 
in other, more profitable industries. It has offered all monopolies 
the opportunity of profiting from the fact that the backward industries 
have been re-equipped at government expense and the monopolies 
can now get cheap coal, electricity, etc. 

Do control and adjustment effected by a capitalist state limit 
the rights of capitalists to owning and disposing of their property, 
do they lessen the degree of exploitation of hired labour ? Of course 
not ! It is sufficient to pose the Leninist question : who controls 
whom, /.e., what class is the controlling and what class, the controlled— 
and it becomes apparent that control and adjustment by a bourgeois 
state are effected in the interests of the monopolies, against the working 
class. 

The growth of state-monopolistic capitalism means the further 
strengthening of monopolies, the further concentration of economic 
and political power in their hands, use of the state by monopolies 
in their own mercenary interests, to the detriment of the interests of 
the working people. 

How far the authors of the draft programme deviate from Lenin¬ 
ism may be seen from the following contention of their “Insofar as 
individual economic functions are shifting over more and more from 
private capital to the state—and the rights of private capital are also 
being limited in other ways—the pressure of new elements in economy, 
socialist in their objective tendencies, is coming to bear more and 
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more on the capitalist mode of production.” (p. 23) 

To the authors of the draft programme the state becomes a 
super-class organisation opposed to both antagonistic classes of 
capitalist society—the bourgeoisie and the proletariat. “ The state 
machinery,” the draft says, “ in its aspirations to attain an independent 
role, rises above society and displays a tendency to limit to an ever 
increasing degree both the role of private capital and the role of the 
working class.” (pp. 19—20) 

There can be no doubt that the bourgeois state “limits ” the 
role of the working class, or, to be more exact, that it attacks the 
political rights and vital economic interests of the proletariat. But 
can any more-or-kss substantial facts be cited of the bourgeois state 
coming out against the interests of the bourgeois class, against mono¬ 
polistic capital ? No, they cannot ! The bourgeois state may come 
out and does come out against the small and middle capitalists to the 
benefit of the big ones, it may limit this or the other individual stock¬ 
holding company, but it always and invariabLy acts in the general 
interests of the bourgeoisie, in the interests of monopolistic capital. 

Lenin justly noted, and life daily confirms, that “ steps towards 
greater monopolisation and greater state control of industry are in¬ 
evitably accompanied by increased exploitation of the working masses, 
by increased oppression, by difficulties in repulsing the exploiters, by 
increased reaction and military despotism, and at the same time in¬ 
variably lead to the tremendous growth of profits of the big capitalists 
at the expense of all other strata of the population, to the enslavement 
of the working masses for many decades through payment of tribute 
to the capitalists in the form of billion interest on loans (Works, 
Vol. 24 pp. 276-277, Russian edition) 

Under present conditions when the world system of socialism 
is scoring enormous successes that inspire the popular masses in 
capitalist countries, monopolistic bourgeoisie is forced to make certain 
concessions of a social-economic nature. But this does not in the 
least mean that the bourgeois state is above classes and acts, allegedly, 
in the capacity of an unbiased “adjuster in the field of labour and 
property relations,” as contended in the draft programme of the League 
of Communists. 

Neither does real life bear out the thesis stated in the draft that, 
allegedly, “the greater the equilibrium achieved in the political 
struggle between the bourgeoisie and the working class for influence and 
positions in the system of state capitalism, the more independent 
become the functions of bureaucracy.” Undoubtedly, in a number 
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of capitalist countries the strength of the proletariat has grown, but 
the state machinery continues to remain in the hands of imperialist 
bourgeoisie and carries out its will. The thesis of the “ independence ” 
of the state in the conditions of contemporary capitalism obliterates 
the Class essence of the bourgeois state and distracts the attention of 
the proletariat from the historic task of the revolutionary conquest 
of power. 

The modern bourgeois state is an organisation of the capitalist 
class to defend the general conditions of capitalist production. It 
actually represents a state of capitalists, an ideal aggregate capitalist. 
The more productive forces it takes in its hands, the more citizens 
it exploits. The workers remain in the capacity of hired labourers, 
proletarians, while the capitalists remain capitalists, exploiters. 
State-monopolistic ownership does not resolve the conflict between the 
productive forces and production relations, but merely contains the 
possibility of its being resolved. 

The nationalisation itself of separate industries in capitalist 
society, as important as it may be, cannot lead directly to socialism. 
This is borne out by facts. Thus, for example, the Labour Govern¬ 
ment in Britain did not lead the country to socialism through its 
nationalisation of certain industries. For socialism to come it is 
necessary that the working class establish/ta political rule , take into its 
own hands the basic means of production and effect a socialist reor¬ 
ganisation of society. Socialism exists only in those countries where 
this has happened. Marxist-Leninists have always maintained that 
state capitalism does not transcend into socialism of its own accord, 
but only by means of a socialist revolution. State-monopolistic capi¬ 
talism merely enhances material requisites for the emergence of 
socialism. 

Together with correct theses, the draft programme of the League 
of Communists contains many that contradict them and lead to the 
conclusion that it is possible to arrive at socialism through a mere 
increase, accumulation of “socialist features,” “elements”, “tenden¬ 
cies” in capitalism, i.e., through the spontaneous growth of socialism 
within the system of capitalism. “For instance, noting that the transi¬ 
tion to socialism may be effected only through the conscious political 
activities of the working class,” the authors immediately reduce these 
activities merely to “the struggle for the leading role in the government 
machinery”, i.e., in the existing bourgeois government. They speak 
of “the penetration of socialist tendencies into the system of state 
capitalism”, they say that “the specific forms of state-capitalist relations 
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may represent cither the last efforts of capitalism for its preservation or 
the first step towards socialism, or they may he both at the same time”, 
etc. 

One cannot agree to such a posing of the question of the transition 
from capitalism to socialism. Marxism-Leninism considers that 
“capitalism itself creates its own gravedigger, itself creates the elements 
of the new system, and at the same time, without a ‘jump’ these indi¬ 
vidual elements change nothing in the general manner of things, they 
do not affect the rule of capital” (V.l. Lenin, Works, Vol. 16, p. 318 
Russian edition). 

The authors of the draft programme consider that “the extent 
of development of the so-called economic democracy” depends on the 
successful struggle for the nationalisation of industry, for the partici¬ 
pation of the workers in the management of nationalised and private 
production. However, the participation of the workers in the “manage¬ 
ment” of capitalist production in itself, isolated from mass political 
struggle, is not of a revolutionary socialist nature. Isolated from mass 
political struggle, such a slogan is nothing else but an appeal for the 
integration of workers’ organisations into the capitalist system, an 
appeal to reject revolutionary struggle. 

In the draft programme attention is also attracted by the over¬ 
simplified treatment of the question of the ways of social development 
of countries liberated from colonial oppression. This complicated 
problem is presented without allround consideration of the peculiarities 
of these countries and the influence of the whole aggregate of internal 
and external factors on their development. 

In dealing with the bourgeois state as a super-class organisation, 
the authors of the draft programme of the League of Communists deviate 
from the Leninist teaching regarding the breaking up of the old 
bourgeois, state machinery and the creation of a new, proletarian, 
one. To them the issue is reduced merely to the struggle between 
workers and capitalists for control over the given state machinery. 
The bourgeoisie, the draft says, “attempts to maintain as many of its 
positions and essential social privileges as possible, in the first place 
through its decisive control over the machinery of state power. As 
opposed to this, the working class consciously and spontaneously... 
exerts constant pressure towards the elimination or curtailing of the 
privileges of the bourgeoisie, fighting for the expansion and acceleration 
of the nationalisation of economic functions, for winning decisive 
influence over the institutes governing these functions, for the posses¬ 
sion of state power” (p. 25). The draft states also that the transition 
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from capitalism to socialism may be effected through the struggle of 
the working class “for the leading role in the government machinery” 
(p. 24), “transforming the state machinery into the servant of society.” 

(p. 20). 

Historical experience teaches us, and an analysis of modern 
social development from the stand of Marxism-Leninism reveals 
that in all cases, the necessary prerequisite for the transition to 
socialism is the conquest, by the proletariat headed by its vanguard, of 
state power, establishment of the political sway of the working class, 
dictatorship of the proletariat in one or the other of its forms and the 
turning, through this power, of the means of production into national, 
state property, and the carrying out of socialist transformations. 

The Communist parties consider that socialist transformation 
of society may take place, depending on the concrete conditions in one 
or another country, either forcibly or peacefully. But even the peace¬ 
ful way is one of revolutionary development, one of its forms. How¬ 
ever, certain Y ugoslav theoreticians speak not of the forcible or peaceful 
ways, both of which are revolutionary, but of revolutionary and 
“evolutionary” ways, of which the latter is not revolutionary. 

The struggle of the working class for the revolutionary trans¬ 
formation of society along socialist lines can be successful only 
under the indispensable condition that it is conducted under the leader¬ 
ship of a Marxist-Leninist Party. But, since the authors of the draft 
programme of the League of Communists allow for the possibility of a 
non-revolutionary, evolutionary way to socialism, they naturally, 
come to the denial of the leading role of the party. More, they dub 
the leading role of the communist parties in the revolutionary labour 
movement “monopolism”. “The idea,” they state, “that the com¬ 
munist parties possess a monopoly on any type of movement towards 
socialism and that socialism is expressed only in them and through 
them is theoretically wrong and very harmful in practice.” (p. 54) 

The authors of the draft even consider that in certain countries 
the working class may come to power and to socialism without any 
political party of its own whatsoever. “In the countries,” they write, 
“where in effect there is no classical political party of the working class, 
such as the United States of America, for example, it is most likely 
that the working masses, organised in trade unions, primarily through 
trade unions will become more and more involved in the process of the 
growing of conscious socialist forces, in the process of the struggle for 
enhancing public influence of the working class and for its leading role 
in the system of power.” (p. 57) Do there exist any such facts that 
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bear out such a conclusion ? Is there any likelihood of trade unions 
and , all the more so, modern American trade unions that adhere to the 
stand of defending the capitalist order leading the USA to socialism ? 
Such an assumption is sure to surprise American trade union leaders 
themselves. 

Although the draft programme of the League of Communists 
makes mention of the deserts of the communist and workers’ parties, 
it says practically nothing of the growth of the international communist 
movement at the present stage, of the consolidation and cohesion of 
its ranks. The centre of gravity is shifted to unsupported criticism 
of the shortcomings in the work of the communist parties, it seems 
that the qualities inherent in these parties are “ bureaucracy, dogma¬ 
tism, opportunism masked by leftist words, sectarianism, an exaggerated 
idea of their power, ideological and political monopolism, etc.” (p. 53). 
Need it be stated that such assertions are in discord with facts and have 
nothing in common with principled comradely criticism possible 
among fraternal communist parties with the object of enhancing 
their ideological and political unity. 

The world communist movement is on the great upsurge. The 
Meeting of representatives of fraternal communist and workers’ parties 
held in Moscow last autumn demonstrated with exceptional force 
the unity and cohesion of this movement, its enormous successes. 
* * * 

A serious drawback in the draft programme of the League of 
Communists of Yugoslavia in describing international relations is 
that it ignores such a world-historic fact, as the division of the world 
into two systems—the socialist and capitalist. True, the document 
contains such words as “ socialist world,” but these imply not the 
actually existing w r orld system of socialism, but something very vague. 
The draft points out that Yugoslavia as a socialist country, 4i is a com¬ 
ponent part of the socialist world, i.e. 9 the socialist and progressive 
forces of contemporary mankind.” (page 78) 

The draft does not show with necessary clarity the main con¬ 
tradiction of contemporary international development—the contradic¬ 
tion and struggle between the growing and strengthening world system 
of socialism, enjoying the support of the working class of the capitalist 
countries and the popular masses of the underdeveloped countries, 
on the one hand, and the dying capitalist system, still holding rather 
strong positions, on the other. The draft deals, in effect not with the 
existence of the two world systems but with two military-political 
blocs. And though the draft does note, that the League of Communists 
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of Yugoslavia differentiates between the social-economic and political 
essence and the role of the existing blocs, yet when a concrete analysis 
of the reasons for international tension is made, the differences between 
the two blocs are not indicated. 

Jt is generally known that the roots of the danger of war lie in 
the very essence of imperialism. Nevertheless, the authors of the draft 
see the main reason of international tension not in the aggressive 
policy of the imperialist states, but in the existence of two military- 
political blocs. This obviously contradicts the Marxist-Leninist 
thesis concerning the reasons of international tension. Jn the Peace 
Manifesto it is said : “ Where does the threat to peace and the 
security of the peoples come from ? From the capitalist monopolies, 
who have a vested interest in war, who dream of war, and who have 
amassed unprecedented riches from the two world wars and the 
current arms race.” Further it is said, “Under the pressure of the 
capitalist monopolies, and especially those of the U. S. the ruling 
circles of some capitalist countries are rejecting proposals for disarma¬ 
ment, prohibition of nuclear weapons and other measures aimed 
at preventing a new war.” At the same time the Peace Manifesto 
points out : “ In all the socialist countries there are no classes or 
social groups interested in war. Power in these countries is in the 
hands of the workers and peasants, who in all wars have been the greatest 
sufferers. Is it possible that they could desire another war? The 
aim of the Communists is to build a society that will ensure universal 
wellbeing, prosperity for all peoples, and eternal peace among nations. 
The socialist countries need a lasting peace, to build such a society.” 

Thus, the Peace Manifesto, which, incidentally, was drawn up 
and adopted with the participation of the representatives of the League 
of Communists of Yugoslavia, establishes that the danger to the 
cause of peace emanates from the capitalist monopolies, and that 
neither the Communist Parties, nor the socialist countries have any 
motives for unleashing war or launching an armed attack against other 
countries. But the draft programme of the League of Communists 
of Yugoslavia sees the source of the threat of war in the existence of 
blocs, putting the peaceful policy of the socialist countries on a level 
with the aggressive policy of the ruling circles of the imperialist states. 

It is extremely surprising that the draft programme says nothing 
about the increasing unevenness in the development of capitalism, 
leading to aggravation of contradictions among the imperialist states, 
about the revival of West German militarism, the aggressive policy 
-of the USA and the militarization of the economy of the main capitalist 
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countries. It would seem that all these questions cannot be ignored 
in a programme of Communists, the more so, that the task of struggling 
against imperialist aggressiop was stressed with special force in the 
Declaration, adopted by the representatives of the Communist and 
Workers’ Parties of the socialist countries and supported by the entire 
international communist movement. The Declaration states : “Con¬ 
ducting the so-called positions-of-strength policy, the aggressive imperia¬ 
list circles of the USA seek to establish their domination over the 
majority of the countries of the world and to hamper the onward march 
of mankind in accordance with the laws of social development. On 
the pretext of 4 combating communism ’ they are trying to bring more 
and more countries under their domination, instigating destruction 
of democratic freedoms, menacing the national independence of the 
developed capitalist countries, trying to enmesh the liberated peoples 
in new forms of colonialism, and conducting systematic subversive 
activities against the socialist countries. By acting in this way certain 
aggressive circles of the US try to rally around themselves all the reac¬ 
tionary forces of the world. Thereby, these circles are becoming 
the centre of world reaction and are the most vicious enemies of the 
popular masses.” 

However, all this was disregarded by the authors of the draft 
programme of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia. On getting 
acquainted with the draft, one gets the impression that its criticism is 
objectively spearheaded against the socialist countries and Workers’ 
Parties under the banner of criticising blocs it actually criticises the 
unity of the Communist Parties and the socialist camp. 

It is common knowledge that it is the imperialists, and only the 
imperialists, that areconducting the positions of strength policy, yet the 
authors of the draft programme are ascribing this policy also to 
the socialist states. “ The impossibility of a longer and firmer 
stabilisation in international relations,” write the authors of the draft, 
“ results primarily from the fact, that the aggravated state of present 
contradictions still dictates a policy which treats international rela¬ 
tions exclusively from the positions of strength of this or that great 
power or bloc.” (page 68) 

All the accusations, which the peace-loving people are justly 
advancing against the imperialist policy of the ruling circles of 
western powers, the draft programme without any grounds, ascribes 
also to the socialist countries conducting a consistent peaceful foreign 
policy, using the handy word “ hegemony ” both for the policy of the 
imperialist and the socialist states. 
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Can it be said, for instance, that the Soviet Union is conducting 
a foreign policy which can be classified as a “ policy of force ? ” Of 
course, not ! The policy of force is a policy of preparation of a world 
war, when a power wants to establish its domination over the world, 
imposing its dictate on other countries, endeavouring to exploit the 
world and get monopolist super-profits. The Soviet Union is con¬ 
ducting a peaceful foreign policy, it has no aggressive or predatory 
aims. The Soviet Union has no economic motives to seize foreign 
territories and plunder other nations. 

The policy of force ensues from the outlook of monopolistic 
bourgeoisie which holds that “ force ” can delay or even annul the 
operation of objective laws of historical development. This is the 
credo of a dying class. The Soviet Union is basing its policy on 
Marxism-Leninism, which is alien to the bourgeois idealist “theory 
of force,” and which proceeds from objective historical laws, sti¬ 
pulating that a dying social system be replaced by another, a more 
advanced one. 

Resolute protest and objections are evoked by the absolutely 
groundless deliberations in the draft programme as to the so-called 
division into the “ spheres of influence ” and “ spheres of interests ” 
in which the world’s first socialist power allegedly participates. The 
draft states : “ The method of division of spheres of interests and 

other similar political forms appeared as far back as the conferences 
of heads of allied states in Teheran, Yalta, and Potsdam, and con¬ 
tinued in the post-war period ” (pp. 68-69). In another part of 
the draft it is said : “ The policy of the spheres of interests has 

poisoned and continues to poison international relations. The peoples 
of Germany, Korea, Viet-Nam live in states with different social 
systems, divided by artificial borders, and represent smouldering 
hot beds of open hostilities.” (page 68) 

It is common knowledge that the Soviet Union was not ende¬ 
avouring to obtain for itself “ spheres of interests ” and “ spheres 
of influence ” in Teheran, in Yalta, or in Potsdam. At these con¬ 
ferences the Soviet Union struggled for the national independence 
and state sovereignty of the countries of Central and South-East Europe 
and never for spheres of its influence. This was one of the conditions 
which enabled the peoples of a number of countries, liberated from 
the yoke of fascism, to choose the socialist path of development. 

As far as the partition of Germany, Korea, and Viet-Nam is 
concerned, the blame for this falls on the imperialists, that object to 
the peaceful unification of each of these countries. It is known from 
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^official documents that on these questions, for instance, on the German 
question, there was no difference in the positions of the Soviet Union 
and Yugoslavia. May it be recalled that the Joint Statement of the 
Governments of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the 
Federal People’s Republic ot Yugoslavia in connection with the visit 
of Josip Broz Tito, President of the FPRY, to the Soviet Union 
reads, in part : “ Both Governments hold that at present, when on the 
territory of post-war Germany two sovereign states have been formed, 
it is necessary for the unification of the country to have negotiations 
between the Federal Republic of Germany and the German Democratic 
Republic. They also hold that the other states, and first of all the 
great powers, should act in the same direction both in the interests 
of the German people and common interests.” 

The authors of the draft programme here again reproach both 
sides concerning the arms race, the policy of “ balance of forces by 
means of armaments,” and utilisation of nuclear energy, though it 
is generally known that the socialist camp bears no responsibility for 
.thearms race. The countries which comprise this camp do everything 
in their power to stop the arms race. But it goes without saying that 
the socialist countries take all the necessary measures to ensure their 
own security. This circumstance is also of great significance for 
ensuring the security of states which are not in the socialist camp. 

The striking feature is that the draft's attacks against the foreign 
policy of the Soviet Union and other socialist countries are in con¬ 
tradiction to what was stated by Josip Tito, President of the FPRY 
in Belgrade on June 28, 1956 when the Yugoslav Government Delega¬ 
tion returned from Moscow. “ The part of the Declaration which 
is devoted to international problems,” he said then, “ shows 
that we have identical views on many major problems, concerning the 
strengthening of peace and international co-operation, concerning the 
relations between states and peoples, and peaceful co-existcnce of 
states with different social systems.” Comrade Tito spoke very 
.convincingly of the fact that “ the peoples of the Soviet Union 
prize peace more than anything else, and that these aspirations of the 
people are shared by Soviet top leaders.” 

One cannot regard the new interpretation of international 
relations given in the draft programme of the League of Communists 
of Yugoslavia as being correct, for it is placing the foreign policy of 
the socialist camp on the same level with the foreign policy of the 
imperialist camp. 

In close alliance with the other socialist countries and acting 
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side by side with all the peace-loving peoples of the world, the Soviet 
Union is making tremendous efforts to prevent a new war. The USSR 
has of late made many new constructive proposals and taken a number 
of steps in its foreign policy, so as to achieve a relaxation of interna¬ 
tional tension, stop the arms race, and ban nuclear weapons. Re¬ 
cently the USSR Supreme Soviet adopted a decision on the unilateral 
termination by the Soviet Union of atomic and hydrogen weapon 
tests. The USSR Supreme Soviet appealed to the United States of 
America and Britain to follow the example of the Soviet Union. And 
is it the fault of the Soviet Union that its proposals have not yet 
evoked positive response on the part of the ruling circles of the US 
and other Western Powers ? Is it the fault of the Soviet Union that 
the western powers do not want to follow its example and stop atomic 
and hydrogen weapon tests? Realising the historic mission which 
they are called upon to fulfil, the Soviet Union, People's Republic 
China and other countries of the socialist camp are firmly and con¬ 
sistently conducting a policy of peace and security of nations. 

* * * 

Touching upon the experience of socialist development in the 
Soviet Union and other socialist countries, the authors of the draft 
programme of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia acknowledge 
that this is a “ valuable experience for international socialism.” The 
draft stresses the historic role of the USSR as the first socialist country, 
which showed to other countries an example of progressive develop¬ 
ment of society. The draft speaks of the great achievements of the 
Soviet Union in setting up an industrial base and in the further develop¬ 
ment of socialist relations, factors which made it possible for the USSR 
in alliance with the other countries of the anti-fascist bloc to win a 
victory in the Second World War over the Nazi bloc. 

Dwelling on the achievements in the field of industrialisation, 
the authors of the draft completely ignore the USSR’s experience 
in one of the major and most complicated, as far as the dictatorship 
of proletariat is concerned, problems of construction of socialism— 
the problem of transferring millions of peasants, individual holders, 
private, and petty estates onto the socialist path of development. Is 
this problem not confronting all the countries which have embarked 
upon the path of construction of socialism ? If anyone undertakes- 
to summarize the experience of socialist construction, how can one 
ignore the great experience of development of the collective farm 
system in the USSR ? 

It must be said that the draft programme of the League of 
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Communists of Yugoslavia gives , on the whole, a one-sided descrip¬ 
tion of the historic path covered by the Soviet Union. The draft 
does not give due consideration to the experience of socialist construc¬ 
tion in the People’s Republic of China and other countries of people’s 
democracy. 

It is common knowledge that the experience of the USSR and 
other socialist countries has fully confirmed the teaching of Marxist- 
Leninist theory stating that the processes of socialist revolution and 
socialist construction are based on a number of major laws inherent 
in all the countries embarking upon the path of socialism. Unfor¬ 
tunately, the draft programme does not devote any space to the 
general laws of development of socialism. On the contrary, it con¬ 
centrates its main attention on the drawbacks and mistakes which 
the USSR had in the past ; these are represented by the authors of the 
programme as some sort of “ bureaucratic-state ” tendency, the implica¬ 
tion here is that there is a tendency to turn the state apparatus into a 
“ master of society.” 

Under the guise of criticising alleged attempts at “justifying 
theoretically and ideologically the personality cult ” the authors of 
the draft are accusing Soviet Communists of revising the major points 
of Marxism-Leninism, primarily in the field of theory of state and law. 
They write : “ The Marxist-Leninist theory on the dictatorship of the 
proletariat, as a state which withers away, and as a means of struggle 
of the working class for destroying the economic foundations of 
capitalism and setting up political and material conditions for a free 
development of new socialist relations in society, was turned into 
Stalin’s theory of state, which does not wither away, and which 
should be made ever more stronger in all the spheres of social life, 
and to whose apparatus too much importance is attached to the con¬ 
struction of socialism, an attitude which is sooner or later bound to 
obstruct the development of socialist economic and social factors.” 
(p. 46) 

One can quite definitely say that all these assertions distort the 
process of development of social life and theoretical thought in the 
USSR. 

It is wrong to say, Stalin maintained the state does not die away, 
and that it should be continually strengthened in all the spheres of 
life. Stalin’s viewpoints on the question of the dictatorship of the 
proletariat were in conformity with Marxism-Leninism. Stalin, 
as is proper for a Marxist, regarded the socialist state in develop¬ 
ment. He never held that the forms of the socialist state should remain 
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unchanged, and that all of its initial functions should be retained in 
the future. With the victory of socialism changes took place in the 
forms and functions of the Soviet Socialist State. Pointing out these 
changes, Stalin said : “ The function of military suppression inside 

the country ceased, withered away, for exploitation has been abolished, 
there were no more exploiters left so there was no one to suppress.” 

Stalin's numerous utterances to the effect that there will be no 
state power under communism, that the state will have withered away 
by then, are widely known. At the 8th Party Congress he again 
pointed out that the state under communism would disappear if 
there would be no capitalist surrounding, if the danger of a military 
attack from outside would be eliminated ; that the state would remain 
temporarily only if capitalist surrounding remained, if the danger of 
military attack from outside were not done away with. 

On the question of the state, as on a number of other questions, 
the authors of the draft programme of the League of Communists 
clearly display their inconsistency. The draft correctly states that it 
is necessary to fight against the tendency of anarchic underrating 
of the state, that the state is one of the most important and necessary 
levers for destroying the economic basis of the capitalist system and 
creating the basis for building socialism. It should be noted however, 
that recognition of the important role of the socialist state and warning 
against anarchic underrating of state power look more like a reserva¬ 
tion, since the thesis of the withering away of the state is given pro¬ 
minence as an immediate, and primary task of the present moment. 

Declaring the idea of the necessity of the state uptill the advent 
of communism as “ etatic-pragmatic revision of Marxism the 
authors of the draft state : “ Accordingly, after the consolidation 
of the power of the working class and the working people in general, 
the question of the gradual dying away of the state emerges as the main 
and decisive question of the socialist social system (P. 34) 

Since the authors of the draft fling the charge of revisionism 
of Marxist-Leninist theory with regard to the state, it is necessary to 
set forth the ideas of the founders of scientific communism on the 
question of the state, of the dictatorship of the proletariat. 

The cornerstone of Marxism-Leninism is the recognition of the 
state right up to the transition of victorious socialism into complete 
communism. Lenin repeatedly stated that complete communism 
was necessary for the final withering away of the state. 

*Pragmatism is one of the trends of contemporary bourgeois philosophy which 
identifies the true with the useful and subordinates theory to transient practical 
interests. 
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Of late, revisionist elements in a number of countries have 
expounded, under the flag of criticism of “ Stalinism ”, a wrong, false 
representation of the attitude of Lenin and Leninism towards the 
dictatorship of the proletariat. They portray Lenin almost like a 
liberal, almost an opponent of the proletarian dictatorship. However, 
it is known that it was Lenin who extensively elaborated the teaching 
on class struggle in the transition period from capitalism to socialism, 
the teaching on the dictatorship of the proletariat. 

Historical experience has confirmed the Leninist thesis that in the 
transition period from capitalism to socialism class struggle does not 
end but acquires new forms. It is known that the forms of resistance 
of the overthrown bourgeoisie are propaganda and slander, coercion 
of the petty bourgeoisie, and finally, armed struggle against the dictator¬ 
ship of the proletariat. 

This resistance comes from both the remnants of the exploiting 
classes inside the country, and from capitalist and landlord emigres 
and the forces of international reaction. 

The working class is interested in the possibly peaceful and 
painless transition to socialism. This is understandable, since aggrava¬ 
tion of the struggle leads to great losses, destruction of the productive 
forces, economic difficulties, devastation, privations and calamities 
for the working people. But the working class would have to give 
up the idea of socialism if it counted only on a peaceful concession of 
power and means of production by the capitalists and landown rs, if 
it renounced suppression of the overthrown exploiting class. 

In connection with the victory of socialism in the USSR, the 
emergence of the world socialist system, and the tremendous growth 
of the working class and national-liberation movement all over the 
world there are now more favourable conditions for a relatively peaceful, 
painless transition to socialism. The rich experience of building 
socialism in China and the other People’s Democracies clearly shows 
the importance of these new possibilities of socialist development. 
But that does not in any way exclude the possibility of increased 
resistance by hostile elements and an aggravation of the class struggle 
during the transition to socialism. One must not abstract oneself 
from the international situation, one must not forget that we are living 
in conditions when two world systems—a socialist and a capitalist— 
exist, in a situation of acute struggle by international imperialism 
against the camp of socialism. In particular, the Hungarian events 
of 1956 are a reminder that if the dictatorship of the proletariat is 
relaxed, counter revolutionary provocations and actions in the countries 
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which are making the transition from capitalism to socialism are not 
excluded in our time as well. As long as remnants of ihe exploiting 
classes exist, and as long as they still have any hope of obtaining support 
from petty-bourgeois elements, there continues to exist the danger of 
an intensification of counterrevolutionary activity which is stimulated, 
and directly supported, by international imperialism. 

In posing the problem of the withering away of the state the 
authors of the draft programme of the League of Communists of 
Yugoslavia fail to take into account the experience of the development 
of all the socialist countries and the nature of the present-day interna¬ 
tional situation ; they underestimate the danger of imperialist aggres¬ 
sion against the socialist countries and also the class contradictions 
in the period of transition from capitalism to socialism. 

The draft enumerates a host of contradictions of social develop¬ 
ment in the transition period but does not give prominence to the 
main one—the contradiction between the growing forces of socialism 
and the obsolete forces of capitalism. This main contradiction is 
overshadowed, and even lost, among the mass of other contradictions 
which are verbosely described in the draft programme. 

Furthermore, the compilers of that document see the basic 
contradiction to lie not in the struggle of the working class against 
the remnants of capitalism and the small-property environment that 
feeds capitalism but in problems of what they call forms and means of 
administering economic and other social functions, in problems of demo¬ 
cracy and gradual restriction of “ administrative-centralist leadership,” 
and so on. “ Resolving the contradictions of the transition period 
from capitalism to socialism,” they write, “ means, primarily, solving 
these problems and thereby assuring an uninterrupted advance of all 
forms of socialist construction ”. (P. 48) Even if it is granted that all 
the problems wc have mentioned and not mentioned, which are put 
forward in the draft programme, have a certain significance, do they 
constitute the essence of the contradictions of the transition period ? 

Incidentally, the authors of the draft are wrong when they say 
that administrative-centralist leadership is a contradiction organically 
inherent in the transition period, and in socialism in general. As 
is known, administration in socialist society is based on the principle 
of democratic centralism, which at various stages, depending on the 
concrete conditions, takes different organisational forms. Distor¬ 
tions of the Leninist principle of democratic centralism are not in any 
way organically inherent socialist contradictions. 

Dialectics teaches us that one must not confuse basic con- 
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tradictions in phenomena with contradictions, that are not basic. If 
confusion of this kind is made in politics it may undermine the unity 
of the working people, the alliance of the working class and the 
peasantry, and thus do a service to the enemies of socialism. 

The experience of history show's that the withering away of the 
state cannot be posed as a practical problem in the period of transi¬ 
tion from capitalism to socialism, when exploiting classes and the 
small-property elements still exist. 

Even after the exploiting classes have been done away with the 
state still remains, although the function of suppressing the exploiters 
has already withered away. In his work 44 The State and Revolution ” 
Lenin said : 44 The essence of Marx's doctrine of the state is assimilat¬ 
ed only by those who understand that the dictatorship of a single 
class is necessary not only for class society in general, not only for the 
proletariat which has overthrown the bourgeoisie, but for the entire 
historical period between capitalism and 4 classless society’, 
communism.” (Works, Vol. 25, pp. 384-85, R. Ed.) 

Why cannot the state wither away immediately after the destruc¬ 
tion of the exploiting classes ? 

Firstly , the state is needed to defend the country against in¬ 
trigues and military attack by the imperialists, who do not weaken bun 
increase their undermining activity against the socialist countries. 

The socialist slates stand for the peaceful co-existence of and 
competition between the two opposed social and political systems, 
but the aggressive imperialist circles do not give up their intentions of 
forcibly restoring the bourgeois-landlord system in the socialist coun¬ 
tries, their intentions of abolishing the socialist order. The socialist 
countries would find themselves unarmed in the face of international 
imperialism if they were to follow a policy of curtailing and doing 
away with such a major function of the state as defence of the country. 

Secondly , under socialism, too, there still remains a distinction 
between the friendly classes of workers and peasants, substantial dis¬ 
tinctions between mental and physical labour have not >ct been over¬ 
come, and abundance of articles of consumption has not yet been 
attained and distribution is carried out in conformity with the work 
performed. From this follows the need for scrupulous control by 
society, by the state, over the measure of labour and the measure of 
consumption. 

“ The State,” wrote Lenin, “will be able to wither away completely 
when society can apply the rule : 4 from each according to his ability 
to each according to his needs/.e., when people have become so 
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accustomed to observing the fundamental rules of social life and 
when their labour is so productive that they will voluntarily work 
according to their ability ”. (“Works,” Vol. 25, p. 440, Russian 
Edition) 

Thirdly , national distinctions remain for a long time after the 
victory of the socialist revolution ; far from withering away, national 
sovereignly, on the contrary, is really assured and strengthened. But 
it is clear to everybody that national sovereignty is connected with the 
question of state frontiers. In considering the destinies of states one 
must not abstract oneself from the question of the defining of their 
frontiers. Leninism teaches us that victorious socialism carrying out 
all-round democratisation cannot reject democratic demarcation of 
the frontiers of states. If the state does not exist, then neither does the 
question of its frontiers. “There will be no republic either”, Lenin 
said, “When the slate ‘withers away” (“Works”, Vol. 22, p. 309, Rus¬ 
sian Edition) 

The authors of the draft programme of the League of Commu¬ 
nists of Yugoslavia speak about the consolidation of state independ¬ 
ence and at the same time proclaim the withering away of the state as 
a piactical task. To be consistent they would also have to pose the 
question of the withering away of state frontiers. But has the question 
of the withering away of state frontiers already matured in any socialist 
country ? Lenin was profoundly correct when he connected the with¬ 
ering away of the state not only with the complete disappearance of 
classes but also with the problem of increasingly close rapproachement 
and merger of nations. 

“The foundation of socialist production is necessary for the eli¬ 
mination of national oppression”, Lenin said, “but besides , democratic 
organisation of the state, a democratic army and so on are needed on 
this foundation.. . .On this basis, in turn, there will develop, in practice, 
absolute elimination of the slightest national friction, the slightest 
national mistrust, and there will be accelerated rapproachement and 
merger of nations, which will culminate in the withering away of the 
state”. (“Works”, Vol. 22, p. 311, Russian Edition) 

And so, from Lenin’s viewpoint the rapproachement and 
merger of states does not begin with the withering away of the 
state but culminates in it. 

These instructions of Lenin’s have truly vital importance in 
our time. Many countries, as is known, acquired national independence 
only when they went over to the path of socialist development. There 
is no doubt that in future too, many countries will obtain national 
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sovereignty as a result of new successes of socialism and the further 
weakening of capitalism. Under these conditions to pose the question 
of the withering away of the state means to eliminate the whole tre¬ 
mendously important problem of the gaining of national sovereignty 
and the sccuringof state independence for peoples that were in bondage 
to the colonialists for centuries. 

The authors of the draft programme apparently failed to take 
note of the question of the fundamental prerequisites for the withering 
away of the state. Proceeding, evidently, from the fact that some 
functions of the state are already now withering away, they approached 
the matter from the purely quantitative point of view, assuming that a 
quantitative reduction of state functions means complete withering 
away of the state. 

But it is not correct to confuse the alteration and disappearance 
of separate functions of the state with the withering away of the state 
entirely as a definite social and political phenomenon. The socialist 
state has not at all outlived itself so that the task of its earliest withering 
away could be presented. The socialist state is a vast arena for the 
development of socialist democracy. 

It cannot be thought that the complete withering away of the 
state can be speeded up by any administrative measures, by 
decreeing it. The complete withering away of the state as has already 
been noted, is a matter of the complete disappearance of classes and 
class distinctions, a matter of the further rapproachcmcnt and 
merger of nations. 

Politics is the relation between classes, between nations. It is 
these relations that are the sphere of state organisation. State 
institutions may be renamed, their functions may be transferred to 
public organisations, but this does not stop either the institutions or the 
functions from being political in essence. 

Social functions lose their political nature and turn into purely 
administrative functions of observance of the socialist interests only 
under full communism, that is, together with the disappearance 
of classes, together with the elimination of substantial distinctions 
between mental and physical labour, together with the further rap- 
proachement and merger of nations. 

The demand that a party programme should proclaim the thesis 
of the withering away of the state in the early stages of socialist trans¬ 
formations is nothing new in the modern communist movement. Some 
theoreticians came forward with this demand in the USSR back in 
1918 during the discussion of the draft of the new programme of the 



21 


Russian Communist Party (Bolsheviks). Lenin then objected to that 
demand, explaining that these questions could and should be posed in 
theoretical writings, articles, lectures and speeches, but not, as yet, in 
the programme. “To proclaim the withering away of the state 
beforehand would be a violation of historical perspective”, he said 
(Works, Vol. 27, p. 123, Russian Edition) 

Reading the draft programme of the League of Communists 
of Yugoslavia, one gets the impression that its authors proceed from 
an incorrect idea that the state and democracy are incompatible under 
socialism. They evidently believe that the development of socialist 
democracy is impossible unless the state is abolished and withers away. 

But that point of view does not correspond to the views of 
Marxism-Leninism or to the course of sociald evclopmcnt. One 
cannot oppose socialist democracy to the socialist state and assume 
that the development of democracy is possible only at the expense of the 
weakening and withering away of state power. The classics of Mar- 
xismLeninism did not oppose socialist democracy to the dictatorship 
of the proletariat, but, on the contrary, held that the dictatorship of 
the proletariat is, precisely, the highest form of democracy. It is not 
by accident that two concepts—“to raise the proletariat to the position 
of ruling class” and “to win the battle of democracy”—stand side by 
side in the Manifesto of the Communist Party. This presentation of 
the question very aptly describes the relation between the state and 
democracy in the period of transition from capitalism to communism. 

The dictatorship of the proletariat is not an ordinary state, 
is not a machine for the suppression of the majority by the minority, 
as was the case under the dictatorship of the exploiting classes. The 
classics of the Marxism-Leninism said more than once that the dicta¬ 
torship of the proletariat is no longer a state in the proper meaning of 
the word for here the power belongs to the majority of society, to all 
the working people. 

The founders of Marxism saw one of the most important features 
of the working-class state to lie in that it would be a truly democratic 
state. Emphasizing the inseparable bond of the dictatorship of the 
proletariat with the popular masses, Marx wrote that this is “the trans¬ 
fer of power to the popular masses themselves, which in place of the 
organised force of their oppression create their own force.” (Marx- 
Engels Archives”, Vol. Ill (Viii), pp. 327-329, Russian Edition) 

In drawing up the draft its authors apparently failed to take into 
account that the withering away of the state is a long process of 
objective development, that the broadening of socialist democracy does 
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not at all mean the disappearance of statehood. When democracy 
will be its fullest, democracy itself will wither away together with state¬ 
hood. ‘‘Of course,’' wrote Lenin, “democracy is also a form of the 
state which must disappear when the slate disappears, but that will be 
only during the transition from completely victorious and consolidated 
socialism to full communism/’ (“Works” Vol. 22, p. 132, Russian 
Edition). Later Lenin explained that he had intentionally under¬ 
scored that thesis, namely, that “democracy is a form of the state which 
will also wither away when the state withers away.” (“Works”, Vol. 
22, p. 309, Russian Edition) 

The authors of the draft programme come out against idolatry 
with regard to the state. But neither should there be idolatry with 
regard to democracy as a delinite form of the state. Marxism, regarding 
all phenomena in development, does not make a fetish either of the state 
or of democracy as its form. 

Jn the draft programme of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia 
the development of democracy and the battle against bureaucracy is 
linked up with the withering away of the state. But, of course, it is 
incorrect to think that the overcoming of bureaucracy and the develop¬ 
ment of democracy arc conceivable only when the state withers away. 
Lenin was implacable in combating bureaucracy and worked resolutely 
to root out that evil, but he cautioned against speculating on the strug¬ 
gle with bureaucracy. When, during the discussion about the trade 
unions, certain leaders advanced the slogan, “Let us put an end to the 
bureaucracy of the state and the bureaucracy of the national economy,” 
he said that it was demagogy. “We wrote in our programme in 1919 
that bureaucracy exists in our country,” Lenin said. “Anyone who 
proposes to you to put an end to bureaucracy is a demagogue. If 
speakers come out before you and say, let us put an end to bureaucracy, 
that is demagogy. That is nonsense. We will fight bureaucracy for 
long years, and anyone who thinks otherwise is acting like a charlatan 
and demagogue, because hundreds of measures are needed to get the 
better of bureaucracy, total literacy is needed, total culture, total 
participation in the workers’ and Peasants’ inspection”. (“Works”, 
Vol. 32, pp. 46-47. Russian Edition) 

A struggle against bureaucracy means drawing increasingly 
wider masses into participation in the government. The Communist 
Party of the Soviet Union ensures a creative discussion of all vitally 
important problems by the masses and raises the initiative and activity 
of the working people in every possible manner. Representatives of 
the elected bodies of state power and public organisations, the widest 
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sections of the peopfte, millions of working people take an active part 
in drawing up and discussing the draft laws, the state budget, the 
national economic plans and the plans of individual enterprises, in 
elaborating the measures for industrial housing and cultural constru¬ 
ction and in deciding Ihe problems of managing the national economy. 
This is precisely the way Lenin understood the essence of socialist 
democracy with the development of which the masses are increasingly 
drawn into governing the state, into discussions and practical effectua¬ 
tion of political and economic problems. “The democratic principle of 
organisation", said Lenin, “means that each representative of the mass, 
each citizen must be secured the conditions under which he may partici¬ 
pate in the discussions of slate laws, in the election of his representatives 
and in putting the slate laws into practice." (Works, Vol. 27, p. 
185, Russian Edn.) 

Under the flag of criticising the “integration of the state 
and Party machinery" the authors of the draft programme of the 
League of Communists of Yugoslavia actually enter on the path of 
denying the leading role of the political party of the working class in a 
■socialist state. They believe that the party must be only an “ideological 
factor", a “factor in the development of socialist consciousness", 
and that it must cease being a “political factor", a “factor of power". 

The revolutionary parties of the working class as militant organi¬ 
sations of similarly-minded communists are the guiding and directing 
force in the socialist countries. The working class in our country and in 
the People’s Democracies was able to defeat the bourgeoisie and to lead 
the working masses only by a strict centralisation and discipline in its 
own ranks. This discipline and organisation are developed and main¬ 
tained by the consciousness of the proletarian advance guard, its devo¬ 
tion to ithc cause of socialism, its courage, its self-mastery, indissoluble 
.bonds with the masses and the correct political leadership. 

The party of the working class is called upon to educate and 
(unite the non-party masses of the proletariat and all working people, 
to oppose all petty bourgeois vacillations and influences, to exercise 
political leadership of all the activity of the proletariat and through the 
liaiticr to lead all the working masses. 

The assertions of some theoreticians to the affect that the recogni¬ 
tion of the leading role of the party in the struggle of the working class 
for a socialist reorganisation of society is presumably at variance with 
the Marxist teaching on the objective laws of social development are 
absoluleHy incorrect. Communists do not oppose their activities to 
the pbjo&jve laws of social development, but study them, generalise 
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the revolutionary practice and guide themselves by objective truth 
rather than by subjective wishes or opinions. 

The belittling of the leading, organising role of the party as 
regards the non party masses of workers and all working people is a 
deviation from scientific communism, an expression of the “theory” 
and practice of spontaneity and laissez fairc. Without a party con¬ 
solidated and forged in the struggle the working class cannot exercise 
the state leadership of society, elaborate and pursue the policy of a 
socialist state, direct the activities of all the state bodies and public 
organisations of the working people toward the universal goal—the 
victory of communism. “The Party,” Lenin taught, “is the directly 
governing advance guard of the proletariat, it is the leader”. (“Works”, 
Vol. 32, p. 76, Russian Edition) 

Thus by making an accusation of a “pragmatic-ctatic” revision 
of Marxism-Leninism the authors of the draft programme of the League 
of Communists of Yugoslavia have actually themselves deviated from 
the principal Marxist-Leninist premises on thequestion of the dictator¬ 
ship of the proletariat, the withering away of the state and the role of 
the Communist Party. 

The role of the ideas of proletarian internationalism has grown 
enormously in connection with the deep progressive changes that have 
occurred in the world in the last decades. The marxist-Leninist parties 
arc devoting great attention to consolidating the international solidarity 
of the working people and to correctly combining the national and 
international problems. 

The draft programme of the League of Communists of Yugosla¬ 
via devotes a good deal of attention to the consideration of these ques¬ 
tions. It says that the League of Communists of Yugoslavia “is 
developing the idea of proletarian internationalism in its ranks and is 
educating the Yugoslav working masses in this spirit.” The draft 
contains a number of incontestable propositions. However, thecharac- 
terisation of the essence of proletarian internationalism and the relations 
among the socialist countries, given in the draft, as well as the aims 
and objectives the effectuation of which, according to the authors, the 
Communist parties must strive for in their mutual relations and in the 
relations between the states, is one-sided and in contradiction with the 
views established in the world communist movement. 

V.I. Lenin wrote ; “There is one, and only one kind of inter¬ 
nationalism in deed : working wholeheartedly for the development of 
the revolutionary movement and the revolutionary struggle in one’s 
own country, and supporting (by propaganda, sympathy and material 
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aid such, and only such, a struggle and such aline in every country 
without exception”. (Works, Vol. 24, p. 54, Russian Edition) 

What concrete expression does proletarian internationalism 
assume today when there is a world socialist system, when the interna¬ 
tional workers and communist movement has grown and has become 
consolidated, when the national-liberation movement of the peoples 
has acquired a tremendous scope ? It finds its expression in the support 
of the world system of socialism, in the support of Soviet Union, 
the Chinese People's Republic and the other socialist countries by 
the workers movement in the capitalist world and in the support of 
this movement by the working people of’ the socialist countries, in the 
unity and consolidation of the Communist Parties of all countries, and 
in solidarity with the peoples fighting for their national independence 
and against imperialism. The new development in the theory and 
practice of the proletarian internationalism of our time is the fact that 
while it retains all its significance of the principle of the international 
workers movement, it constitutes at the same time the basis for the 
relations among the countries that have broken the fetters of capitalism 
and are building a socialist society. These countries have established 
equal political, economic and cultural relations imbued with comrade¬ 
ship and mutual aid, and exchange, their experience in production and 
their achievements in science and engineering. 

But it is precisely the mutual aid and co-operation of the socialist 
countries, z.e., the principal and fundamental aspects of proletarian 
internationalism in the relations of these countries, that have found no 
reflection in the draft programme. According to the point of view 
expressed in it the international nature of the relations between the 
socialist countries must manifest itself only in the observance of the 
principles of equality and non-interference in each other’s internal 
affairs. 

These are no doubt extremely important principles. Marxist- 
Leninists invariably demand and strive for absolute equality of all 
nations and countries, for respect of the rights of the peoples, their just 
interests, their national traditions, feelings and culture. And the 
essence of the difference between the point of view of the authors of the 
draft and the point of view recognised in the international Communist 
and workers movement is not in whether or not the principles of equality 
must be strictly observed. The essence of the differences lies in the 
fact that in the draft of the programme proletarian internationalism is 
reduced exclusively to the principles of equality and non-interference in 
the internal affairs and that the necessity for strengthening the unity 
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and co-operation of the socialist countries and the Marxist-Leninist 
parties is buried in oblivion. 

The demand for a recognition of the equality of nations is also 
characteristic of petty-bourgeois nationalism. This nationalism, as Lenin 
pointed out, declares as internationalism only the recognition of the 
equality of nations, and purely verbal at that, while it retains the national 
egoism untouched. Lenin explained that when the dictatorship of the 
proletariat is established in several countries and becomes capable of 
exerting a decisive influence on the world politics, the struggle against 
the deep-rooted petty-bourgeois nationalist prejudices will assume a 
particulaily sharp and burning character. Under certain conditions 
proletarian internationalism demands the subordination of the interests 
of the proletarian struggle in one country to the interests of this struggle 
on a world-wide scale. 

Meanwhile the draft of the programme of the League of Com¬ 
munists of Yugoslavia speaks only about the fact that the relations 
between the socialist countries “must be based on principles of inde¬ 
pendence, complete equality and respect for the peculiarities of each 
individual country” (pp. 71, 72). The struggle for the affirmation of 
these principles in the relations between the socialist countries and the 
proletarian parties is put forward, essentially, as the only problem 
of internationalism, as the “supreme aim in the relations between the 
socialist countries and the socialist movements.” (p. 61) 

A well-founded question arises : can the principles of equality and 
non-interference express the entire essence of the relations between the 
socialist countries ? No, they cannot. The countries in which the 
power is in the hands of the working people and whose fates are closely 
interconnected by the community of their social and state systems, 
interests and aims, build their relations with a strict observance of the 
principles of equality on the basis of fraternal mutual aid, support and 
co-operation. Each of them strives to extend all possible aid and sup¬ 
port to the fraternal countries in the buiding of a socialist society 
and at the same time relies on their help and support. Jn this the 
principle of equality is not violated : socialist mutual aid essentially 
excludes the possibility of an advantageous position of some countries 
at the expense of others. On the contrary, it contributes to the common 
development, to the fullest possible unfolding of the material and 
spiritual forces for each people forming part of the socialist community 
and to the consolidation of the power of this community as a whole. 

The authors of the draft programme of the League of Communists 
of Yugoslavia are trying to back up their one-sided understanding of 
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proletarian internationalism by references to a presumable violation 
of socialist principles in the relation between the socialist countries. 
“In practice”, they write, “it has turned out that either because of strong 
international political positions or because of the different degrees of 
economic development it is possible that one socialist country maintains 
by various means its unequal relations with another or several other 
socialist countries”, (p. 72). 

There are no grounds for such an assertion. It is disproved 
precisely by the practice of the relations between the socialist countries, 
the practice to which the authors of the draft programme refer. This 
practice testifies to the fact that under socialism, because of its very 
nature, co-operation between the peoples does not lead to a violation 
of equality and independence. The socialist countries arc truly sovere¬ 
ign and independent. 

True, in the historically entirely new and so complicated an 
affair as the establishment of relations between the socialist countries 
certain shortcomings and errors were suffered to occur. But these 
shortcomings and errors are, as is well known, already a matter of 
history since they have been resolutely done away with. And even 
when they occurred they did not constitute the essence of the relations 
between the socialist countries, since these relations were basically 
truly socialist, internationalist relations. 

The Marxist-Leninist Parties steadfastly observe the principles 
of proletarian internationalism. The Twentieth Congress of the CPSU 
once more confirmed the necessity for consistently observing the Lenin¬ 
ist principles of equality and emphasized the importance of allowing 
for the historical and national peculiarities of the socialist countries. 
Even before the Congress the Communist Party of the Soviet Union 
and the Soviet Government rectified on their own initiative the mistakes 
made in the past in the relations with Yugoslavia. However, referring 
to the past mistakes and shortcomings in the relations between the 
socialist countries, the authors of the draft programme represent the 
entire experience of these relations essentially negatively ignoring what 
is basic and decisive in them—the internationalist nature, the fraternal 
mutual aid and co-operation. 

The terms “ideological monopolism” and “political hegemony” 
used in the draft programme of the League of Communists of Yugo¬ 
slavia are essentially directed against the general principles, the 
general laws governing socialist revolution and socialist construc¬ 
tion and, consequently, against the ideological and political unity 
of the international Communist movement. The programme commis- 



28 


sion of the Central Committee of the League of Communists of Yugo¬ 
slavia by the entire content of its draft tries to disprove the practice- 
confirmed Marxist-Leninist premise pertaining to the general laws 
governing the development of all countries towards socialism with each 
country deciding the concrete problems of socialist transformations by 
taking into account its own historical and national peculiarities. From 
the point of view expressed in the draft each country must move to¬ 
wards socialism in its own special way and proceed entirely from its own 
specific conditions paying no attention to that which is common for, 
and characteristic of all the countries building socialism. The draft 
actually defends “national communism” which, as is well known. Jays 
emphasis on the special national features in the building of socialism 
and rejects that which is most important and universally significant and 
has been revealed by the experience of all socialist countries. The 
criticism of the “ideas” of “national-communism” is declared in this 
document to be a “result of dogmatic or chauvinistic-egoistic 
conceptions, or a result of ideological influences or intrigues of the 
bourgeoisie” (p. 72). 

On the basic problems of socialist revolution and construction 
of socialism there is a collective Marxist-Leninist point of view express¬ 
ed in the Declaration of the Communists and Workers’ Parties of the 
Socialist Countries and shared by the Communist parties of the capitalist 
countries. The authors of the draft programme of the League of 
Communists of Yugoslavia arc making vain attempts to oppose their 
far-fetched conception to this point of view which generalizes the 
entire experience of modern social development. Who is striving 
for “ideological monopolism” then ? If all the fraternal parties adhere 
to a single ideology the question of “ideological monopolism” of any 
one of them falls away. 

Does the ideological unity of Marxist-Leninist Parties belittle 
the independence of each of them ? No, it does not belittle it to the 
slightest degree. The ideological unity and mutual support of fraternal 
parties serve as the most important condition for each of them fulfilling 
its national and international tasks, its duty to the working class, to 
the people. That party which would decide to take a stand on ideolo¬ 
gical positions, differing from those of the world communist movement 
runs the risk of faltering from the true course, of separating itself from 
this movement, of isolating itself. 

In the Published Declaration of the meeting of representatives 
of Communist and Workers’ Parties of the socialist countries an em¬ 
phatic stress is laid on the importance of strengthening the unity of 
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Marxist-Leninist Parties, which bear an especial serious historic 
responsibility for the fate of the world socialist system and international 
communist movement. “There is no doubt whatever,” the Declara¬ 
tion reads, “that to bring about real solidarity of the working class, of 
all working people and the whole of progressive mankind, of the free¬ 
dom-loving and peace-loving forces of the world, it is necessary above 
all to promote the unity of the Communist and Workers' Parties, to 
strengthen the solidarity between the Communists and Workers’ 
Parties of all countries. This solidarity is the core of still greater 
solidarity, it is the main guarantee of the victory of the cause of the 
working class.” And further : “The Communist and Workers’ Parties 
represented at the meeting declare that they will tirelessly strengthen 
their unity and comradely co-operation with a view to further consoli¬ 
dating the commonwealth of socialist states and in the interest of the 
international working class movement and of peace and socialism”. 

The authors of the draft declare that “the correctness and the 
progressiveness of any ideology or definite forms of socialist construction 
depend exclusively on its vital force and verification in practice, and 
not on the approval of one or another international forum" (page 60). 
This formula evokes the legitimate question : does one or another 
forum of Marxist-Leninist Parties proceed not from practice, not from 
the generalisation of historic experience w'hcn reviewing problems of the¬ 
ory? Undoubtedly it proceeds from revolutionary practice. Of course, 
matters are different with the declarations of international conferences 
of parties which have no scientific ideology. History does not give 
any grounds to regard the decisions of the congresses of communist 
parties as being incorrect. Marxism-Leninism is an international 
teaching which generalises the experience, the practice of the interna¬ 
tional labour movement, the experience of the entire historic develop¬ 
ment. This teaching is developed by the collective efforts of all parties, 
including also their international forums. One cannot but recall 
that the programmatic document of scientific communism—“the Meni- 
festo of the Communist Party” was written by Marx and Engels on 
the commission of the congress of an international proletarian organi¬ 
sation, the “Communist League” and was approved by the international 
labour movement. 

Regarding deliberations of the authors of the draft programme 
of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia on the so-called hegemony 
in the labour movement it is also necessary to note the following. Mar¬ 
xism- Leninism does not refuse the possibility of one or another com¬ 
munist party, of a socialist country playing the leading role during a 
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definite historic period. But what party, what country heads the inter- 
national labour movement—this depends not on someone’s subjective 
desires, but depends on the objective conditions. This is determined 
concretely by the location of the centre of the world revolutionary 
movement, where the urgent problems of the revolutionary transfor¬ 
mation of society are in the first place being solved. 

Thus in the middle of the 19th century the centre of the revolution¬ 
ary movement was in Germany, and at that time the leading role was 
played by German social democracy, and the leaders of the German 
working class. Marx and Engels, were the leaders of the world pro¬ 
letariat, the founders of scientific communism. By the end of the 19th 
and the beginning of the 20th centuries the centre of the world revolution 
shifted to Russia, and hence the very course of historic development 
advanced to the fore of the international labour movement the Russian 
working class, our Communist party. Its founder and leader V.I. 
Lenin was the generally recognised leader of the proletariat of the 
entire world, the continuator of the teaching and the cause of Marx 
and Engels. 

The participants of the meeting of representatives of Communist 
and Workers’ Parties of socialist countries which was held in 
November 1957 noted in the adopted Declaration that the invincible 
camp of socialist states is headed by the Soviet Union. The historically 
formed leading role of the Soviet Union in the struggle for the cause of 
social progress, for the freedom of the peoples and peace, is reflected 
in these words. 

The Soviet Union is the first country of the victorious dictatorship 
of the proletariat ; this is the country which blazed the trail to socialism 
and which at present is solving the task of completing the building of a 
socialist society and the gradual transition to communism. Every 
objective person cannot but see that the USSR sustains the main blows 
of international imperialism which are directed against all the coun¬ 
tries of socialism. Let us recall the first postwar years. At that time 
the imperialist powers exerted monstrous pressure on the young, not 
yet consolidated People’s Democracies, attempted to interfere in their 
internal afTairs in order to support the exploiting classes and to sup¬ 
press the will of the peoples for a new social life. Only thanks to the 
might of the Soviet Union, its decisive rebuff to the aggressive policy 
of imperialism, thanks to the close alliance of all ^countries which fell 
away from the capitalist system, the historic gains of the peoples of 
these countries were protected and peaceful conditions for their creative 
work were ensured. In the autumn of 1956 the Soviet Union on the 
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request of the Hungarian government rendered fraternal aid to the 
people of this country in routing the counter-revolutionary revolt raised 
by the Horthyite agents of imperialism. To call the disinterested aid 
of the Soviet Union to other countries in consolidating their independ¬ 
ence, in strengthening and developing the gains of socialism “hegemony”, 
means to break with proletarian internationalism. The fulfilment of 
the role of the leading force of the camp of socialism, the vanguard of 
the entire world revolutionary movement has nothing in common with 
“hegemony’'. 

Does there however exist a real threat to the independence of 
socialist countries ? Yes, it does. But it comes not from any “one 
socialist country” as is claimed in the draft programme of the League 
of Communists of Yugoslavia, but from international imperialism. 
The birth of socialist states was met by the imperialist bourgeoisie 
not with the ringing of church bells but with violent hatred and in some 
cases with bullets and shells. After the numerous attempts of the 
imperialists to smash or undermine the Soviet state and the Peoples’ 
Democracies, after the recent Hungarian events, it is clear to all that 
imperialist reaction has not reconciled bself with the existence of these 
countries. The subversive activities organised by imperialist circles 
against the countries of the socialist camp are widely known. 

All this eloquently speaks precisely of the necessity of strength¬ 
ening in all ways the fraternal friendship and unity of the peoples of 
socialist countries, of developing and cultivating their international 
solidarity. The close unity, mutual support of socialist countries—is 
a guarantee of their independence, a bulwark of the freedom of the 
peoples, of the cause of social progress and peace throughout the 
world. The thesis advanced in the draft programme of the League 
of Communists of Yugoslavia do not facilitate the strengthening 
of unity and solidarity of the countries of socialism. 

The draft programme of the League of Communists of Yugo¬ 
slavia does not point out the fact that socialism has created a new type 
of international relations which is of world historic significance. More¬ 
over, the authors of the draft actually conceal this fact by ascribing to 
socialism certain features of the relations between countries that deve¬ 
loped under the rule of the exploiting classes. 

The “theoretical” reasoning of the authors of the draft on the 
possibility of certain socialist countries exploiting other socialist coun¬ 
tries sounds strange and monstrous. The authors of the draft while 
stating that under capitalism the stronger countries strive towards 
hegemony, towards domination over other nations and towards world 
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domination, exploit and oppress the weak countries, write : “Analo¬ 
gous tendencies represent a constant danger in the early phases of soci¬ 
alist development, that is as long as the deep differences in the economic 
development of individual countries create fundamental differences in 
the position of the working people in each of them, and the possibility 
for one or another nation or one or another state—due to its position 
of hegemony attained for one reason or another—to utilize this or that 
form of economic exploitation of another country. As long as such 
possibilities exist both the desire and attempt to utilize such possibili¬ 
ties will exist”, (p. 22). 

Is it not clear that the statement made by the authors of the draft 
programme of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia on the ex¬ 
ploitation tendencies in the relations between socialist countries funda¬ 
mentally contradicts the truth of life, and is absolutely arbitrary ? 
All these claims are based on the proposition made by them that there 
allegedly exists “uneven development of socialism” which is contradictory 
to objective reality. In the given case the authors of the draft 
confuse the Jaws of the development of imperialism with the laws of the 
development of socialism. Under imperialism, as is known, the law 
of the uneven economic and political development of the capitalist 
countries operates. 

What does the uneven development of capitalism under imperialism 
mean ? In the first place it signifies that the imperialist countries deve¬ 
lop by leaps, in clashes. Certain countries surpass others, push them 
aside and advance. This is accompanied by the intensification of the 
exploitation of the toiling masses by the monopolies and the plunder of 
the dependent and semi-dependent countries. The power that takes the 
lead beats the competing powers, claims for broader spheres of influence, 
markets and sources of raw' materials, and strives to occupy a dominating 
position in the world. This gives rise to sharp conflicts, wars begin 
for the conquest of foreign territories and the enslavement of nations. 

Socialist revolutions, by overthrowing capitalism, by establishing 
the dictatorship of the proletariat and nationalising the decisive means 
of production, destroy the basis for the operation of the law of the 
uneven economic and political development of countries. Contrary to 
the law of uneven development of the capitalist countries under im¬ 
perialism, in the world socialist system operates the law of the propor¬ 
tionate, even development of countries. As the economic might of 
the socialist countries increases and the position of socialism becomes 
consolidated in the world arena, this proportionality acquires greater 
significance. Characteristic of socialism is the fact that due to the 
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fraternal mutual aid and co-operation the countries of the world so¬ 
cialist system, that are relatively backward economically and culturally, 
quickly overtake the advanced countries, and general progress is 
observed. The stronger the unity of the socialist countries, the broader 
and more perfected their co-operation, the more successfully this 
progressive process proceeds. Under socialist construction the actual 
economic and cultural inequality of nations inherited from the past is 
actively overcome and the level of development of nations and countries 
is straightened out. 

Let us take the USSR, for example. Prior to the October Socialist 
Revolution there was a vast difference in the level of economic and 
cultural development of the central regions of Russia and the national 
borderlands. Now, more than 40 years have passed and the former 
borderlands, now Soviet socialist republics have advanced to the level 
of economic and cultural development of the RSFSR. They have 
a highly developed industry based on modern technique and 
large-scale mechanised agriculture. The culture of the nations of 
the USSR has truly blossomed forth. Many peoples that did not even 
have a written language of their own in the past are developing a 
culture, literature and art that arc socialist in content and national in 
form. All this is the embodiment of the great transforming power of 
socialism, the result of the Leninist, genuinely internationalist policy 
of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union and the Soviet state, the 
friendship and co-operation of the peoples of the USSR. 

The Soviet Union, the Chinese People's Republic and the other 
People's Democracies, while strengthening friendship and unity amongst 
themselves are at the same time striving to broaden economic and cul¬ 
tural contacts with all other countries if these countries express a similar 
desire. The solidarity of the states of the camp of socialism is not 
directed against certain other states. However each of the states in 
this camp justly considers that its relations must be firmer with the 
socialist states than with the capitalist states. 

If, however, the foreign policy line is taken, which is, as a matter 
of fact, set down in the draft programme of the League of Communists 
of Yugoslavia, it may lead to the disunity of the socialist countries, 
to a weakening of the friendship and solidarity between them, which, 
undoubtedly, is fraught with grave danger to the independence of the 
socialist countries, to the cause of socialism as a whole. 

The more consistently the principles of proletarian international¬ 
ism are implemented, the more determined the struggle against chauvi¬ 
nism and nationalism, the firmer the unity of the socialist countries, the 
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Communist and Workers' Parties. Lenin paid particular attention to 
the necessity for a struggle against refined nationalism, which advocates 
division and breaking up of the working class under the most specious 
and fine-sounding pretexts. “Conscious workers”, Lenin wrote, 
“bend every elfort to rebuff all nationalism, the crude, coercive, black 
hundred as well as the most relined advocating equality of nations 
a long ...with the breaking up of the workers' cause, workers' organisa¬ 
tions, the workers’ movement according to nationalities' (“Works”, 
Vol. 20, p. 266, Russian Edition) 

* * * 

This article touches on certain essential problems dealt with in 
the draft programme of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia. An 
analysis of the theses contained in the draft permits to make the conclu¬ 
sion that the authors of this document, having declared their desire to 
promote the “enrichment of the all-human, all-socialist treasure house”, 
introduce many ideas alien to Marxism-Leninism. 

At the same time the authors of the draft programme have the 
boldness to assert that “Marxist thought in the past decades has lagged 
behind the development of modern society....” (p. 49) 

In our days it is strange to hear of the “lagging” of Marxist- 
Leninist thought when it has grasped the minds of millions cf people, 
when almost one-third of humanity is building socialist society under the 
banner of Marxism-Leninism, when socialism has attained such world 
historic victories, when socialist construction is advancing not grop¬ 
ingly but brightly lit up by the light of Marxist-Leninist ideas that 
become enriched in the process of this construction. What convincing 
evidence of the powerful development of Marxist-Leninist thought is 
the elaboration of the fundamental problems of modern social develop¬ 
ment contained in the decisions of the 20th Congress of the Communist 
Party of the Soviet Union, the 8th Congress of the Communist Party of 
China and the other Marxist-Leninist parties. Theoretical generali¬ 
sations of great significance were presented by the Conferences of 
Representatives of the Communist and Workers' Parties held in 
Moscow in the autumn of 1957. 

Bourgeois propaganda has grabbed up and is utilising for its 
own ends the theses contained in the draft programme which arc 
contradictory to the ideological basis of communism. It is showering 
the authors of the draft with praises, commends the draft for presenting 
a “broad theoretical argumentation that fundamentally differs from 
the Moscow line”, for “repeating the ideological views that caused a 
sharp corHict with the Kremlin in the autumn of 1956.” But it has 
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long been known that by attacking the “Moscow line”’ and the “Kre¬ 
mlin”, bourgeois propaganda has in mind the line of the entire inter¬ 
national Communist movement. Bourgeois propaganda which always 
miscalculates in its hopes of weakening the international Communist 
movement, is sure to be wrong this time as well. 

The draft programme of the League of Communists of Yugo¬ 
slavia in generalised form reflects the differences revealed in the past 
between the Yugoslav comrades and the international communist 
movement. The draft shows that on many important problems these 
differences still exist. 

As is known, the Communist Party of the Soviet Union and 
other fraternal parties have done much in recent years to bring them and 
the League of Communists of Yugoslavia closer together on the basis 
of the principles of Marxism-Leninism, in the interests of 
the cause of peace and socialism. At the same time the Communist 
Party of the Soviet Union has always proceeded from the point that 
this cannot be done by means of concessions at the expense of Marxist- 
Lcninist principles. And now when the draft programme of the League 
of Communists of Yugoslavia contains obvious divergences from the 
fundamentals of Marxist-Leninist theory on a number of important 
problems, it cannot remain unanswered, without principled comradely 
criticism. 

Obviously, comradely Party criticism must not be an obstacle 
to the further development of friendly relations between our parties and 
countries. 

The programme commission of the Central Committee of the 
League of Communists of Yugoslavia is continuing to work towards 
improvement of the draft. We whole-heartedly wish the Yugoslav 
comrades success in this big matter. We permit ourselves to 
hope that the new draft will be completely based on the principles of 
Marxism-Leninism and thus correspond to the interests of the League 
of Communists of Yugoslavia, the peoples of Yugoslavia, the interests 
of strengthening the unity of the fraternal socialist countries, the Com¬ 
munist and Workers’ Parties, the interests of peace, democracy and soci¬ 
alism. All Communists would receive such a draft programme with 
deep satisfaction. (Article from the “Kommunist” No. 6, April, 1958, 
Moscow). 



UNITY AND SOLIDARITY OF MARXIST-LENINIST 
PARTIES—GUARANTEE OF FURTHER VICTORIES 
OF WORLD SOCIALIST SYSTEM 

O UR times, the era of the historic victories of the world socialist 
system, arc characterised by the growing unity and solidarity of 
the international communist movement, friendship of the peoples 
of the socialist countries, which is gaining in strength. Welded together 
by the unity of aim, theory of Marxism-Leninism and the principles 
of proletarian internationalism, the Communist and Workers’ Parties 
consider themselves an integral part of the great international commu¬ 
nist movement and take a lively interest in the activities and experience 
of each fraternal party. 

The Congresses of the Communist and Workers’ Parties draw 
the attention of the Communists in all countries. That is why the 
7th Congress of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia, which was 
held in April and discussed such an important question as the Party’s 
programme also attracted the attention of the Communist and Workers’ 
Parties. This congress was held several months after the historic 
Meetings in Moscow of representatives of the fraternal Communist and 
Workers’ Parties which drew up the programmatic documents of the 
international communist movement—the Declaration and the Peace 
Manifesto. It is known that the delegation of the League of Communists 
of Yugoslavia signed the Peace Manifesto, but it refused to take 
part in the Meeting of Representatives of the Communist and 
Workers’ Parties of the Socialist Countries and did not sign the De¬ 
claration adopted at that Meeting. 

The draft programme of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia 
published before the congress, aroused serious criticism on the part of 
the Communist and Workers’ Parties of many countries. Organs 
of fraternal Communist and Workers’ Parties— UHumanite (France), 
Unita (Italy), Trybuna Ludu (Poland), Tvorba (Czechoslovakia), Scin- 
teia (Rumania), Tarsadalmi Szemle (Hungary), Rabotnichesko Delo 
(Bulgaria), Zeri-i-Poppulit (Albania), Daily Worker (Britain), Drapeau 
Rouge (Belgium) and others, statements of Central Committees of 
Communist and Workers’ Parties in a number of countries pointed out 
that many provisions contained in the draft programme of the LCY, 
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contradict the basic principles of Marxism-Leninism, run counter to 
the views of other Communist Parties on the most important fundamen¬ 
tal questions which are expressed in the Declaration of the Meeting of 
Representatives of the Communist and Workers’ Parties of the Social¬ 
ist Countries. Criticism of the draft programme of the League of 
Communists of Yugoslavia was given in an article in the journal of the 
Central Committee of the CPSU Kommunist (No. 6, April 1958). 

At the beginning of May Jenminjihpao , organ of the Central 
Committee of the Communist Party of China, in a leader, entitled 
“Modern Revisionism Must Be Condemned ! ”, subjected to serious 
criticism the draft programme of the LCY and the stand taken by 
the Yugoslav leaders. This article speaks of the need “to subject to 
open, resolutely irreconcilable criticism a number of anti-Marxist, anti- 
Leninist views which are revisionistic from beginning to end and are 
concentrated in the draft programme of the League of Communists of 
Yugoslavia.” 

The press of the Communist Parties unanimously pointed out 
that the draft programme of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia 
contains many propositions which actually signify a revision of Mar¬ 
xism Leninism. This applies particularly to the characterisation and 
appraisal of such cardinal questions as the present international situ¬ 
ation, the two world systems and two camps, the significance of the ex¬ 
perience of the construction of socialism in the USSR and the other 
countries, the role of the Communist Parties and the socialist state, 
in building the new society, the development of Marxist-Leninist theory 
and the struggle against bourgeois ideology, the principles of proletarian 
internationalism, relations between the socialist countries, between the 
fraternal Communist Parties, and on a number of other highly 
important problems of the theory of Marxism and the practice of the 
world Communist movement. 

The draft programme of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia 
looked like a document counterposed to the Declaration of the Meeting 
of the Communist and Workers’ Parties of the Socialist Countries ap¬ 
proved by all the fraternal Communist Parties. In view of this, the draft 
programme of the LCY proved to be a document aimed not at strength¬ 
ening but at weakening the unity of the Communist and Workers’ 
Parties, at weakening the unity of the socialist countries. 

Holding that statements against the erroneous propositions 
of the draft programme at the congress itself could arouse sharp 
polemics and would complicate the situation as regards relations 
between the parties, almost all the Communist Parties, the CPSU in- 
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eluded, deemed it expedient not to send their delegations to the 7th 
Congress of the League of Communists of Y ugoslavia. In so doing 
the fraternal parties hoped that the comradely remarks they had made on 
the draft programme would be taken correctly by the Yugoslav com¬ 
rades. 

But at the LCY Congress the Yugoslav leaders spoke about these 
remarks concerning the draft programme of the LCY with irritation, 
rejected them, so to say, ‘"outright", without discussing the substance. 
The comradely remarks concerning the draft programme of the LCY 
aroused accusations against the fraternal parties of imposing an 
“ideological monopoly”, bringing pressure to bear on Yugoslavia, 
encroachment on her independence. The leaders of the League of 
Communists of Yugoslavia did not draw the proper conclusions from 
the comradely criticism of the draft programme of the LCY by the 
Communist Parties ; they allowed at the congress sharp, hysterical 
outburst against the fraternal parties and obstinately defended their 
erroneous positions on a number of questions, positions anti-Leninist in 
substance. 

The materials of the LCY Congress published in the press, show 
that the wrong propositions in the draft programme of the LCY were 
developed in detail and defended by the rapporteurs and some speakers 
at the Congress. Such statements demand principled criticism and an 
energetic rebuff. 

II 

One cannot ignore the fundamentally wrong assessment of the 
international situation evolved after the second world war, made at the 
7th Congress of the LCY, the distorted characteristic of the causes of 
international tension, and the misrepresentation of the essence of the 
foreign policy of the Soviet Union. 

The report of J. Tito, General Secretary of the League of Commu¬ 
nists of Yugoslavia, conveyed, as the TANYUG agency reports, the 
idea that the policy of the great powers was based on the principle of 
strength and not on the principle of the right of all peoples themselves 
to decide their destiny. “Some great powers”, Tito said, “are in the 
postwar period indiscriminate in their means to gain domination over 
other peoples and in the world generally. One example of such a foreign 
policy was, unfortnately, the many years of pressure by Stalin upon 
Yugoslavia.” From this statement it is evident that the leaders of 
the League of Communists of Yugoslavia place the Soviet Union on the 
same level with the imperialist powers ; grossly distorting historical 
facts, they ascribe to the USSR a policy “from positions of strength”. 
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of aggression, and a striving for world domination. 

The whole world knows that the Soviet Union, which played 
a decisive part in routing Hitler fascism and liberating the enslaved 
peoples, waged a consistent and persistent struggle for a democratic 
way of development, against the revival of fascism, for socialism. 
It is likewise known that in contrast to the Soviet Union the 
imperialist circles set themselves the chief task in the postwar period 
“to rectify" the results of the world war, to secure that the postwar 
arrangement should make impossible the further development of the 
democratic forces, and then to “push back", strangle the forces of 
socialism and the national-liberation movement. This line of the 
imperialist powers has been vigorously repulsed by the Soviet Union and 
all the socialist forces. 

Severance of a number of countries from the world capitalist 
system, establishment of the power of the working people in these 
countries, formation of the world socialist system this is the content 
of the first postwar years. The great significance of the Soviet Union 
in this historic matter is obvious to everyone. Its policy is a policy 
of disinterested fraternal assistance to the countries which have taker 
the socialist road of development. To say that the content of the policy 
of the Soviet Union in the first postwar years was a striving “to gain 
domination over other peoples", as it has been done in the statements 
at the 7th Congress of the LCV, is to repeat the fabrications of the 
imperialist propaganda about a “Soviet empire” which has surrounded 
itself by “satellites”. 

This attempt to whitewash the imperialist powers and to put 
upon the Soviet Union the blame for the international tension created 
after the war, was most clearly manifested in the accusation against 
the Soviet Union, made at the 7th Congress of the LCY, that its policy 
was allegedly “the basic cause for the creation of the Atlantic pact”. 

Developing this idea, J. Tito went so far as to say that the policy 
of the Soviet Union allegedly led to its gradual isolation “owing to the 
mistrust of other small peoples in this land of socialism” and that “there¬ 
by it made possible the strengthening of the positions of the Western 
countries with America at the head, which temporarily received 
also moral support of a large part of international public opinion.” 

And this is said about the Soviet Union and its peaceable foreign 
policy with regard to that period when the world socialist camp was 
being formed, whose forces considerably grew after the victory of the 
Great Chinese Revolution in 1949 ; when all progressive people of 
the world were with the Soviet Union, the Chinese People's 
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Republic and all the People's Democracies in their just and noble 
struggle lor the consolidation of peace throughout the world ! 

Such distortions of the foreign policy and role of the Soviet Union 
could not but arouse the indignation of all those who in practice wage 
an active struggle against imperialism and aggression, against the 
threat of a new war. The newspaper Uni la, organ of the Communist 
Party of Italy, stressed in this connection: “Tito’s statement 
on the causes of the division of the world into blocs is inacceptable.” 

Wc cannot agree with many propositions of this assessment. For 
example, one can easily iind in it the complete absence of an analysis 
of imperialism, of what it is like, and its constant striving in these 
years to cause a conflict. With the absence of this analysis it is very 
easy to arrive at such an assessment of the international situation, which 
is characterised by an inclination to see in the policy of the USSR of 
the Stalin period a source of all troubles and the reason for the 
weakening of the international working class movement precisely in 
those years when we were witnessing the weakening of the positions of 
imperialism in the most dilferent parts of the world”. Rejecting the 
Yugoslav explanations of the reasons for the creation of the North- 
Atlantic bloc, L'Hwnanite remarks : “Such ‘explanations' sharply 
contradict the Peace Manifesto signed in Moscow by representatives of 
the League of Communists of Yugoslavia”. The distortion of the real 
reasons for the creation of the North-Atlantic bloc in practice is nothing 
else but a justification of American imperialism which has created this 
aggressive military bloc as a principal tool for the achievement of 
its world domination. 

Who does not remember that immediately after the second world 
war, in May 1945, American economists, expressing the interests of 
the biggest monopolies, declared that a new war was desirable and even 
necessary for the United States, and that the entire American diplomacy 
in the early postwar years was based on blackmail and threatening 
with atomic weapons ? Who does not remember that Churchill, in 
his cynical speech made at Foulton (USA), had as early as in 1946, 
called for the organisation of a new crusade against the Soviet Union, 
for stepping up the “cold war” and the arms race ? It is precisely the 
aggressive aims of American imperialism that the military North- 
Atlantic bloc has served and serves. 

It is noteworthy that in analysing the international situation the 
reporters at the 7th Congress of the LCY abandoned the class view¬ 
point, ignored the indisputable fact that a fierce struggle is now going on 
between the imperialist forces of war and the forces of peace led by 
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the socialist countries. As a result of this “a cloak is thrown upon the 
grim reality”, as one French Communist aptly put it, in order to help 
those who are really guilty of the present international tension and to 
escape responsibility. 

Characterising the foreign policy of Yugoslavia, J. Tito said : 
“if our foreign policy coincides with the policy of any other country, 
concretely with the policy of the Soviet Union, all the better. We 
would likewise wish that our policy and our views upon international 
problems should evermore frequently coincide with the policy and views 
of America and other Western powers.” 

It is strange to hear statements on the desirability of the policy 
and views of Yugoslavia to coincide more frequently with the policy of 
the United States, from the leader of the League of Communists, who 
regards his views to be communist views and his foreign policy to be 
prompted by the interests of strengthening socialism. 

Such an approach is alien to the spirit of Marxism-Leninism, for 
it ignores the fundamental contradiction of modern social development, 
the contradiction between imperialism and the socialist system. This 
approach runs counter to the assessment of the international situation 
given in the Declaration of the Meeting of Repesentatives of the Com¬ 
munist and Workers’ Parties of the Socialist countries, runs counter 
to the generally known historical facts. The Declaration stresses : 
“The aggressive imperialist circles of the United States, by pursuing the 
so-called ‘positions of strength’ policy, seek to bring the majority of 
the world’s countries under their sway and to hamper the onward march 
of mankind in accordance with the laws of social development. The 
policy of certain aggressive circles in the United States is aimed at ral¬ 
lying around them all the reactionary forces of the capitalist world* 
Acting in this way they are becoming the centre of world reaction, 
the sworn enemies of the people”. 

To oppose these clear assessments, approved by the entire inter¬ 
national communist movement, of the role of American imperialism, 
is to play into the hands of the imperialists. 

The leaders of the LCY do not agree^vith the characterisation, 
generally recognised by the Communists of all countries, that the world 
is divided today into two opposite camps, of socialism and imperialism. 
They declare that Yugoslavia stands outside of these camps. But the 
division of the world into two camps has occurred not owing to the 
whim of some men or parties. The formation of the world socialist 
system and the rise of the world socialist camp in opposition to the camp 
of imperialism, the division of the world into two camps is a natural 
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result of the historical process of development of human society. 

The existence of the socialist and imperialist camps reflects the 
incontrovertible fact that not one but two social and economic systems 
exist in the world today. No sign of equation must be drawn between 
the military blocs and the camps of socialism and imperialism which 
have arisen in the course of historical development, as the Yugoslav 
leaders do. While states with a different social and economic system 
can co-operate in a bloc (as was the case, for example, during the second 
world war in the anti-Hitler coalition), a camp is made up of states of 
one type. In a bloc of states their interests coincide for a definite 
time. The camp of imperialist countries is united by their hatred for 
socialism. They are disunited by the selfish, mutually contradictory 
interests inherent in each imperialist power. The aggressive policy of 
of the ruling circles of the imperialist powers, the United Stalesin the 
first place, their striving for world domination are resisted by the peoples 
of the countries which have discarded the yoke of colonialism and are 
fighting for their independence. 

In the socialist camp there are common interests, a common 
aim, there are no antagonisms, nor can there be any. 

It is said in the report of J. Tito : “The division of the world 
into blocs caused, instead of economic integration and fruitful economic 
co-operation in this respect, a division of the world economy and there¬ 
by inflicted tremendous harm on the peoples.” It goes without saying 
that the division of the world into military blocs has caused and is causing 
great harm to the peoples, the economic sphere included. The Soviet 
Union is fighting against the division of the world into blocs, it has 
indefatigably proposed various measures for easing international ten¬ 
sion, is working for a normalisation of foreign trade, removal of dis¬ 
crimination in economic relations. But in the quoted statement from 
the report historical phenomena have been placed in the opposite order— 
the cart is put before the horse. 

The world economy has been split as a result of the appearance of 
the world socialist system. To complain that a “split of the economy” 
has occurred means to express regret over the fact that the world socialist 
system has arisen. The task consists not in artificially recreating some 
kind of a single world economy contrary to the laws of history. This 
is impossible. Two economics exist and will continue to exist for a 
long time to come. The task is to organise peaceful economic co¬ 
existence of the two systems, to normalise economic relations between 
the socialist world and the capitalist world. 

Of major significance for the development of socialism andcommu- 
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nism is the problem of relations between socialist countries and between 
the Communist and Workers’ Parties heading them. This is a new 
problem, it has arisen only after the second world war when together with 
the existing Soviet socialist country, other socialist countries in Europe 
and Asia have appeared on the international arena. 

The Communist and Workers' Parties, guided by Marxism- 
Leninism, have worked out enduring, immutable principles of these 
relations, which were reflected and theoretically substantiated in the 
Declaration of the Meeting of the Representatives of the Communist 
and Workers’ Parties of the Socialist Countries. 

“At bedrock of the relations between the countries of the world 
socialist system and all the Communist and Workers’ Parties”, the 
Declaration says, “lie the principles of Marxism-Leninism, of prole¬ 
tarian internationalism, whicli have been tested by life. 

“The socialist countries base their relations on principles of 
complete equality, respect for territorial integrity, state independence 
and sovereignty and non-interference in one another’s affairs. These 
are vital principles. However, they do not exhaust the essence of 
relations between them. Fraternal mutual aid is part and parcel of 
these relations. This mutual aid is a striking expression of socialist 
internationalism.” 

The socialist countries are united in one comity by their following 
the common road of socialism, by common class substance of the social 
and economic system and state power, by the need for mutual support 
and assistance, by community of interests and aims in the struggle for 
the victory of socialism and communism. 

The emergence of socialism beyond the bounds of one country, 
its conversion into a world social and economic system, the formation 
and strengthening of the camp of socialist countries, are the main thing 
that determines international development, characterises the present 
era. The rise and development of the socialist camp testify to the 
deepening and aggravation of the general crisis of capitalism, the 
disintegration of the world capitalist system. The rapid growth in 
the economic might and political influence of the socialist camp expresses 
an objective historical natural process and reveals the further prospects 
for social development. 

“We are often reproached”, J. Tito says, “that we are not inter¬ 
nationalists, since we do not belong to the camp. It seems to these 
comdares that internationalism is determined by belonging to the camp 
and not to socialist world in the broader sense.” 

It goes without saying that proletarian internationalism extends 
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not only to the socialist camp ; its ideas unite all the Marxist-Leninist 
parties of the working class, weld together the international working- 
class and the national liberation movements. But from this it by no 
means follows that international tics, fraternal co-operation, and mutual 
assistance between the countries where socialism has already triumphed, 
should not be strengthened. The Communist and Workers’ Parties, 
particularly those which are ruling parties, bear serious historic res¬ 
ponsibility for the destinies of the world socialist system. That is why 
they arc strengthening their unity and comradely co-operation in the 
interests of the entire international working-class movement, the 
cause of peace and socialism throughout the world. This solidarity 
of the socialist countries in one camp, the active support of this camp 
by the entire world communist movement, the sympathies extended to 
it by all progressive men and women, is the living, creative work of 
hundreds of millions of labouring people. 

The emancipation of labour, Marx pointed out, is not a local 
and not a national, but a social problem, embracing all countries which 
have a modern society, and its solution depends on the practical and 
theoretical co-operation of the most advanced countries. 

In the present conditions, when the new socialist society is 
already uniting more than one-third of mankind, the strengthening of 
the practical and theoretical co-operation of the advanced countries 
has become a vital necessity. 

In these conditions the words of Marx resound with especial force 
that “a slighting attitude to the fraternal alliance which must exist 
between the workers of different countries and prompt them to strongly 
support each other in their struggle for liberation, is punished by the 
general defeat of their scattered efforts.” 

Yet the line expressed in the speeches at the Congress of the LC Y 
is aimed at substantiating the separation of the socialist countries, at 
counterposing them one to another. This is served first of all by the 
invented thesis, which does not conform to reality, that the conception 
of the socialist camp is associated with “hegemony” of one or another 
“leading country and with the conception of parties”, the “leadership 
of which is accustomed to get and carry out directives from the outside”. 
Such assertions in no way differ from the shop-worn theses of im¬ 
perialist propaganda. It is such inventions that imperialistic employ to 
“substantiate” their subversive activities against the People’s Democr¬ 
acies under the flag of struggle for their “liberation”, but actually for 
the restoration of the capitalist system. 

Such false arguments are put forward by the imperialists in 
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their offensive against the Communist Parties which arc accused of 
“receiving directives from outside”. 

To day, when there are, not one, but many socialist countries, 
socialism and communism should not be built single-handed. The 
historic stage when the Soviet people were compelled to build socia¬ 
lism in one country passed long ago. 

Now socialism has become a world system. A new stage of its 
development has set in. Marx and Lenin always regarded the transition 
from capitalism to socialism to be not a narrow-national, but a world, 
naturally-historic process. And at the present time, too, each socialist 
country, no matter how big or small it is, needs the help of the other 
socialist countries and of the entire international working-class movement. 

In the present conditions when the world is split into two systems, 
into two camps, the very existence of each country as a socialist Country, 
and its successful-advancement are possible only due to the existence 
of the socialist camp, due to the possibility to rely on the economic might 
and political unity of this camp. To think that socialism can be built 
by relying upon the aid of the imperialists is out of the question. Capi¬ 
talism, though, it has raised its own grave digger, the proletariat, does 
not want voluntarily to relinquish its place to solialism and is not in 
a hurry to go down into the grave. The efforts of the united and close- 
knit socialist world, of the working people of all countries must oppose 
the machinations of world imperialist reaction. 

At the LCY congress the reporters and some people in the debate 
spoke with gratitude about the aid given to Yugoslavia by the United 
States, while very reservedly spoke about economic co-operation with 
the socialist countries, the aid of the socialist countries was belittled 
and even ignored. The speeches at the LCY congress particularly 
stressed the “beneficent role” of the United States in Yugoslavia’s 
economic development. 

J. Tito’s report stressed that Yugoslavia’s relations with the 
United States are based on mutual respect, equal co-operation and non¬ 
interference in each other’s internal affairs. 

“If there were some attempts which did not accord with these 
principles”, the report said, “they usually emanated from individuals 
and groups and not from the United States Government. We received 
economic and military aid from the United States at a time, when we 
most needed it, i.e. during Stalin’s political, economic and propaganda 
pressure upon our country. This greatly helped us to overcome the 
tremendous difficulties we had at that time”. 

Thus, it appears that the United States Government gave Yugo- 
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slavia “disinterested” aid. It opposed “individuals or groups” who 
unsuccessfully tried to divert it from the road of mutual respect, equal 
co-operation and non-interference in internal affairs. Reading such 
speeches, accompanied by low bows and courtesies to the ruling circles 
of the United States, the question involuntarily suggests itself: why 
are the American monopolists so well disposed towards Yugoslavia ? 
Every Communist has the right to relied on the question : why do the 
American imperialists, these sworn enemies of socialism, consider 
it profitable for themselves to help Yugoslavia? One of the oldest 
leaders of the international working-class movement, August Bebel, 
said, ‘if the enemy praises you it means that you have committed some 
foolish thing.” And here the American imperialists not only praise the 
Yugoslav leaders but even give them “aid”. For what services? is 
it not because the Yugoslav leaders are endeavouring to smear the 
Soviet Union, to weaken the unity of the international communist and 
working-class movement ? 

One cannot fail to recall the fact that on tne eve and after J. Tito's 
Pula speech, unfriendly to the Soviet Union, which was caught up and 
lauded by the entire world reaction, Yugoslavia received new large 
subsidies l rom the American imperialists. The Yugoslav press reported 
that on November, 3, 1956, an agreement was signed between the United 
States and Yugoslavia on the delivery of 98,300,000 dollars’ worth of 
American surpluses of farm produce, and at the end of December 1956 
according to TANYIJG, Yugoslavia was handed by the United States 
Government a cheque for about 6,000 million dinars. No sooner had 
the delegation of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia refused 
to sign the Declaration of the Communist and Workers’ Parties of the 
Socialist Countries, than the United States granted Yugoslavia a new 
large loan and concluded an agreement on the delivery of 62,500,000 
dollars’ worth of American surpluses of Firm produce. It is possible 
that the new attempts of the Yugoslav leaders to weaken the unity of 
the socialist countries and the Communist Parties will be likewise 
appropriately rewarded. 

The imperialists do not give anything to anybody for nothing. 

Everybody knows that American aid to any country is by no 
means disinterested and that it leads in one form or another to econo¬ 
mic and political dependence. Under the guise of such “aid” the 
American monopolies palm off to other countries various stale goods 
and obsolete armaments. Such aid on the part of the United States 
monopolies does not help to develop the independent national economy 
of the recipient countries. 
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As a result of the so-called disinterested aid from the United 
States imperialists, Yugoslavia's total foreign national debt has reached 
an enormous sum—over 800 million dollars. Repayment of foreign 
loans every year consumes more than 25 per cent of Yugoslavia's ex¬ 
port proceeds. Yugoslavia, like the other countries which use United 
States “aid”, receive from the American monopolies chiefly surpluses 
of agricultural products—wheat, lard and the like. The American 
monopolists, however are not interested to supply Yugoslavia, by way 
of aid, with efficient equipment for factories and power stations and 
with everything necessary for the development of modern industry, 
for the country's technical and economic progress. 

As regards the Soviet-Yugoslav economic relations, they are based 
on an entirely different foundation. The report at the 7th Congress 
of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia enumerates the most 
important agreements concluded between the two countries in recent 
years. It first of all mentions the agreement on the construction of 
industrial enterprises in Yugoslavia at a cost of 110 million dollars. 
It also speaks about the agreement on a goods credit of 54 million 
dollars granted by the Soviet Union to Yugoslavia; the 30 million 
dollars' loan in gold and foreign currency, the special agreement on the 
construction of an aluminium factory, a fertilizer mill, etc. 

Even this brief list of agreements between the USSR and the 
FPRY shows how the economic relations of the Soviet Union with 
Yugoslavia and the other socialist countries, basically, fundamentally 
differ from the so-called American aid. While the American “aid” 
pursues the aim of making the recipient countries dependent upon the 
United States, the Soviet Union strives in practice to help the other 
socialist countries, as well as the economically underdeveloped coun¬ 
tries, to strengthen and develop their economies and to pursue indus¬ 
trialisation which is the basis of the economic and political independence 
and national sovereignty of these countries. 

Describing the present economic relations between the USSR 
and Yugoslavia, J. Tito spoke about them as “economic co-operation 
which is very profitable to both countries”. 

The working people of the Soviet Union, however, in rendering 
friendly assistance to Yugoslavia, do not at all proceed from the view¬ 
point that it is “very profitable” to them commercially. If the matter 
is approached only from a purely commercial viewpoint then it would, 
of course, be more profitable for the Soviet Union to build with these 
funds new factories in its own country and then export finished goods. 
The Soviet people are far from such a purely commercial approach 
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to relations with the countries they render economic assistance. In 
their policy, in their relations with the fraternal socialist countries, 
they arc guided by the interests of building socialism, of strengthening 
and developing the world socialist system. The Soviet Union gives 
fraternal assistance also to those peoples who are fighting against the 
yoke of colonialism, for their freedom and independence. To help 
a comrade, a friend, is to perform one’s international duty. That is 
how the Soviet people think and act accordingly. 

Yet, the authors of the LCY draft programme, by grossly dis¬ 
torting the nature of the relations between the socialist countries, ascribe 
to them, in an unfriendly manner and even slanderously, a striving for 
hegemony, and allege that in the early phases of the development of 
socialism, separate peoples or separate states have an opportunity 
“in one form or another to economically exploit another country”. 
Do not per chance some people in Yugoslavia consider that such a 
tendency to “exploit” is manifested in the economic relations between 
the Soviet Union and the FPRY ? If that is so, Yugoslavia could be 
relieved of such “exploitation”. 

We are not imposing anything on anybody, neither our state 
system, nor our forms of social life, nor our ideology. We also do not 
impose our friendship and our economic aid. 

The Yugoslav leaders say that existing ideological differences 
must not lead to a worsening of state relations between Yugoslavia and 
the socialist countries. But mere repetition of this truth, as shown by 
experience, is not sufficient. We cannot but see that ideological 
differences, if they are not eliminated but deepened, naturally entail 
differences on political questions as well. It would be strange if 
relations between socialist states were to grow stronger and improve, 
while relations between the political parties heading them which have 
a common, Marxist-Lcninist ideology were to deteriorate. 

The Soviet Union and its Communist Party have resolutely 
undertaken to eliminate the injustices and mistakes made in the past 
with regard to Yugoslavia. But it must be said straight-forwardly 
that the Yugoslav side in 1948 and in subsequent years made mistakes 
of a nationalistic character and deviated from the principles of Marxism- 
Leninism on some important questions. 

Undertaking a resumption of friendly relations with Yugoslavia, 
Soviet people at the same time realised that our Party and the LCY were 
divided by serious ideological differences which accumulated during 
the time Yugoslavia was isolated from the international Communist 
movement, that there would be no little difficulties in overcoming 
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these differences. The sole strong basis for establishing friendly rela¬ 
tions between both parties could be only the principles of Marxism- 
Leninism. This has been stressed more than once in joint statements 
of the CPSU and the LCY, this has been rctlected in the Belgrade and 
Moscow Declarations. 

The Communist Party of the Soviet Union which displayed 
initiative in normalising relations with Yugoslavia, has steadfastly and 
consistently discharged its obligations. The Yugoslav leaders have 
acted differently. In its leader Jenminjihpao rightly stresses : “From 
1954 the Soviet Union and the other countries of the socialist camp, 
displaying the utmost of goodwill and doing all they could, took dif¬ 
ferent steps to improve their relations with Yugoslavia. This is quite 
right and necessary. The Communist Parties adopted a stand of 
patient waiting hoping the leaders of the League of Communists of 
Yugoslavia would return to Marxism-Leninism, which would help the 
Yugoslav people to firmly follow the socialist road. But the leadership 
of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia turned down the kind 
efforts of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet 
Union and the Communists of other countries.” 

The 7th Congress of the LCY and the draft programme gra¬ 
phically showed that the Yugoslav leaders continue to adhere to their 
positions which run contrary to the principles of Marxism-Leninism. 
They regard it as a matter of special valour on their part. In his 
concluding speech at the 7th Congress of the LCY, J. Tito said : 
“.. .Any expectation on the part of anyone that we will retreat from our 
principled positions both on international and home questions is only 
a loss of time and inflicts harm on all of us”. From these “principled 
positions” the Yugoslav leaders in their statements called the Commu¬ 
nists of the Soviet Union, just as the Communists of the other countries, 
“dogmatists”, “opportunist practical minded people”, “pragmatists”, 
“practical dogmatists”, etc. In their attacks on the Communist Parties 
of other countries some Yugoslav leaders w'ere carried away by various 
clamorous words and loud terms. 

Such actions by the LCY leaders show that they are rudely vio¬ 
lating the principles of proletarian internationalism. Their actions 
run counter to one of the most important conclusions of V.I. Lenin, 
the conclusion that “without a voluntary striving for alliance and unity 
by the proletariat and then also by all the working masses in all 
countries and nations of the world, the victory over capitalism cannot be 
consummated successfully.” 

From the rostrum of the 7th Congress of the LCY there resounded 
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statements, unexampled for their pretentiousness, alleging that the 
actions of the LCY leaders resemble.. .the struggle of Lenin for the 
victory of the principles of Marxism. Such statements are truly 
sacrilegious. To make such statements means to counterpose the 
Yugoslav Communists to the entire world communist movement, 
which is allegedly steeped in dogmatism, to equate the Communist 
Parties to the Social-Domocratic parties of the Second International, 
the opportunism of which was implacably combatted by Lenin. 

The LCY leaders consider that they have the right to give, for 
example, such categorical and haughty appraisals of the international 
working-class movement : “The development of the international 
working-class movement in recent decades has not kept in step with 
social events and the development of the material conditions”. Here, 
really, is a case where “all are out of step, 1 am the only one who keeps 
in step !” 

The entire world knows what colossal, truly historic successes 
have been scored by the international communist movement, what 
tremendous work the Communist Parties arc carrying on among the 
masses. 

With regard to many Communist Parties it was said at the LCY 
congress that “they lacked bold initiative in the struggle to enlist 
the masses, they secluded themselves, were isolated from the masses, 
and therefore could not play any decisive role in the social development 
of their countries”. But who does not know that in many capitalist 
countries, in the United States, Western Germany and Spain, for 
example, the Communist Parties are carrying on their struggle in condi¬ 
tions of most brutal police repressions, savage terror and provocations. 
Ask the American Communists and they will tell you how the imperialists 
in the USA have been and are strangling the communist movement. 
All Communists know that more than 30 Communist Parties in the 
capitalist countries have been outlawed. But what docs this matter 
to the LCY leaders ? 

The defectiveness of the LCY leaders’ stand, the violation by them 
of the standards of inter-Party relations and principles of proletarian 
internationalism, recognised by all Marxist-Leninist Parties, were parti¬ 
cularly manifested in their wrong attitude to principled Party criticism. 
Comradely criticism of the shortcomings and mistakes of the LCY 
draft programme was met with absurd accusations of interference in 
Yugoslavia’s internal affairs. This important question must be fully 
clarified. How can one accuse other Communist Parties of striving to 
interfere in Yugoslavia’s internal affairs if the LCY CC had itself sent 



51 


its draft programme to all fraternal parties? Why did it do so? 
Obviously in order that they might express their view on this draft 
programme. But when this view was expressed the most unceremonious 
attacks were showered upon the fraternal parties. 

It was alleged at the LCY congress that in questions of ideology 
there can be no unerring judge who could decide what is right and what 
is wrong, and that practice, history, is the sole and final judge. Of 
course, life’s viewpoint, the criterion of social practice, must be the 
first and basic factors in establishing the correctness and truth of one 
or another assertion. In history we find, in the final count, a confir¬ 
mation or refutation of theoretical conclusions. But has not history 
confirmed the basic postulates of Marxism-Leninism ? And has not 
the practice of revolutionary struggle and the construction of socialism 
proved their great viability ? Why then cannot these postulates 
of Marxism-Leninism, which have been tested by the experience of 
struggle of millions of workers and peasants for a better life in different 
countries, be a lodestar, compass, a gauge of truth, in ideological dis¬ 
putes ? To deny this is to oppose the correctness of the postulates of 
Marxism-Leninism, to take in questions of truth the view of relativistic 
nihilism for which no firm principles, convictions, truths exist. 

It would be ridiculous to think that in our age, when in many 
countries there are well trained Marxist-Leninist parties, possessing 
tremendous experience and exerting a great influence on the masses, 
only one party, the LCY, for example, can advance socialist thought, 
Marxist Leninist theory, and see a correct solution of the urgent prob¬ 
lems of the communist movement, while all the other parties are sup¬ 
posedly doomed to “mark time”, to use E. Kardelj’s disdainful ex¬ 
pression. 

Other speakers, such as Perovic, a member of the Central Commi¬ 
ttee of the LCY, even went further when he said : “We are hearing a 
lot about ‘collective Marxist-Leninist views’ meaning resolutions o 
certain party forums. And it is said that one must not doubt the cor¬ 
rectness of the views of party forums. This has no relation to Marxism- 
Leninism.” In actual practice, however, it is precisely such attacks 
upon the fraternal Communist Parties which have nothing in common 
with Marxism-Leninism. 

Marxism-Leninism, socialist thought, is developing, advancing, 
being enriched by the living experience of millions of fighters for so¬ 
cialism, by the vast and manifested activity of all the fraternal Commu¬ 
nist and Workers’ Parties which are creatively applying and develop¬ 
ing Marxist-Leninist theory in new historic conditions, considering 
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the concrete distinguishing features of each country. A great contribu¬ 
tion to the development of Marxist-Leninist theory, shategy and tactics 
is made by the Communist Parties of China, France, Italy, Czecho¬ 
slovakia, the German Democratic Republic, Poland, Rumania, Bul¬ 
garia, Hungary, Albania, Great Britain, Spain, the Latin American 
countries, India, Indonesia, Finland and other countries. A general¬ 
isation of the collective experience of the Communist and Workers’ 
Parties is their Declaration which has become an important program¬ 
matic Marxist-Leninist document of the entire international communist 
movement. 

The Declaration of the fraternal Communist and Workers’ 
Parties of the socialist countries, creatively applying and developing 
Marxist-Leninist theory gives a profound scientific analysis of the 
present era, the era of transition from capitalism to socialism. On 
the basis of the experience of the USSR and other socialist countries the 
Declaration confirms the correctness of the propositions and conclu¬ 
sions of Marxist-Leninist theory that a number of the cardinal laws 
inherent to all countries entering the road of socialism is manifested in 
the process of the socialist revolution and socialist construction. The 
draft programme of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia ignores 
the major propositions of the Declaration and replaces them by apprai¬ 
sals and conclusions which run counter to Marxism-Leninism. The 
article in the Kommunisl on the draft programme of the LCY showed 
that this draft revises basic Marxist-Leninist propositions. The teaching 
on the class struggle and the proletarian revolution is replaced by the 
opportunist theory of the peaceful growing of capitalism into socialism. 
The role of the Marxist-Leninist Party as the organiser and leader of 
the working people in the struggle for the victory of communism is 
belittled. The organising, creative role of the socialist state in building 
socialism and communism is denied. 

All the statements in the draft programme of the LCY concerning 
the socialist state are, in effect, directed at weakening it. Who will 
benefit from this ?The historic experience of all the socialist countries 
shows that any weakening of the socialist state in conditions of the 
transition period and with the existence of the aggressive imperialist 
camp which seeks to restore capitalism benefits only the enemies of 
socialism, the imperialists. 

The draft programme of the LCY presents in a distorted way the 
development of the socialist state and theoretical ideas in the USSR, 
tries to present the history of the Soviet state as some kind of a “burea- 
cratic-etatistic tendency”, while the idea of the need to use the socialist 
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state as an instrument of building communism is declared an “etatistic- 
pragmatic revision of Marxism". It is known that in the ‘‘Critique 
of the Gotha Programme" Marx speaks of the “future statehood 
of communist society". V.l. Lenin pointed out that “full communism 
is needed for the complete withering away of the stale." These con¬ 
clusions drawn by the genius of Marx and Lenin are confirmed by the 
international experience of building socialism. The question 
legitimately arises : who, then, is revising the teaching of Marx and 
Lenin on the state ? 

The Yugoslav leaders oppose bureaucracy, but they understand 
it as some kind of a “social force" in the socialist countries. Any social 
force is first of all a class force. Wherefrom does bureaucracy grow 
into a “social force" under socialism ? To this question there can be 
only two answers. Lither bureaucracy is a remnant, a survival of the 
old society, which as a result of stubborn struggle against it is being 
successfully overcome in the course of building socialism and 
cannot be turned into a special “social force", or this is evidence of 
the rise of some kind of a “new class", as asserted by the slanderer 
and renegade Djilas. To look for a middle, third way, as is done by 
E. Kardelj, is a vain effort. 

In the statements of Yugoslav leaders the development of socialist 
democracy is frequently contrasted to the development of the socialist 
state. Allowing such contrasting, they ignore the proposition of 
Leninism that the development of the socialist state is precisely the 
development of socialist democracy. 

The experience of the Soviet socialist state, particularly in recent 
years, offers a vivid example of the broad development of socialist 
democracy. In the sphere of social life the share of problems of deve¬ 
loping production in the broad sense of the word, including care for the 
development of technology and the training of personnel, is growing 
and will invariably continue to grow. These questions will gradually 
comprise all the cardinal activities of society. V.L Lenin said that 
the economic councils “will be the only one of all the state institutions 
to preserve a solid place" ; “the managerial apparatus in the proper, 
circumscribed, narrow sense of the word, the apparatus of the old 
state is destined to die, while the apparatus of the type of the Supreme 
Economic Council is destined to grow, develop and gain in strength, 
comprising all the cardinal activities of organised society". 

The Communist Party of the Soviet Union, carrying out the 
historic decisions of its 20th Congress, has recently elaborated and is 
implementing a truly sweeping plan of the reorganisation of economic 
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management in the direction indicated by Lenin for developing socialist 
democracy. The natural development of the Soviet state consists in the 
more through implementation of the principle of democratic centralism, 
which opens up the broadest scope for the creative activities ol the 
masses and is equally hostile both to bureaucracy and anarchy. The 
measures, carried out in our country in recent years, for reorganising 
industrial and construction management, further developing the col¬ 
lective farm system and reorganising the machine and tractor stations, 
enhancing the role of the trade union, YCL and other mass public 
organisations signify an important stage in the development of socialist 
democracy, enrich the experience of building socialism and communism, 
are an important contribution to the treasure-house of Marxism- 
Leninism. 

The most important questions for each Communist and Workers’ 
Party in the present conditions is its attitude to the entire international 
communist movement, to those programmatic documents which on the 
basis of Marxism-Leninism generalise the experience and define the 
tasks of struggle for peace, democracy and socialism. In the epoch 
when the world is divided into two systems, socialism and capitalism* 
into two camps, it is the task of the international communist movement 
and of each Marxist-Leninist party to correctly see the perspectives of 
struggle against the common enemy-imperialism—to strengthen the 
unity and solidarity of all the forces of the working-class parties in order 
to repulse the machinations of reaction, to strengthen and develop the 
world socialist system. In these conditions the least deviation from the 
principles of Marxism-Leninism, any manifestation of seclusion or sec¬ 
tarianism inevitably leads into the mire of revisionism against which, 
as the chief danger, all Marxist-Leninist parties are resolutely fighting. 

The great and invincible vitality of the international communist 
movement and of the world socialist camp lies in their unity and soli¬ 
darity on the basis of the principles of Marxism-Leninism. And it is 
the sacred duty of all the Communist and Workers' Parties to preserve 
this unity as the apple of the eye and strengthen it in everyway in the 
face of the common enemy, aggressive imperialism. 

In their Declaration the Communist and Workers’ Parties of 
the Socialist countries have stated : 

“Contrary to the absurd assertions of imperialism about a so- 
called ‘crisis of communism’, the communist movement is growing 
and gathering strength. The historic decisions of the 20th Congress 
of the CPSU are of tremendous importance not only to the CPSU and 
to the building of communism in the USSR ; they have opened a new 
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stage in the world communist movement and facilitated its further 
development along Marxist-Leninist lines. The results of the congress¬ 
es of the Communist Parties of China, France, Italy and other countries 
in recent times have demonstrated the unity and solidarity of the party 
ranks and their loyalty to the principles of proletarian internationalism.” 

As regards the Communist Party of the Soviet Union it, being 
as it is loyal to the banner of Marxism-Leninism, has fought and will 
continue to fight for the further rallying of the socialist camp and of the 
entire world communist movement. 

In waging an irreconcilable struggle against revisionism and 
dogmatism, upholding the purity of Marxist-Lcninist theory, rallying 
their ranks, and on this basis rallying the working class and the working 
people of all countries, the Communist and Workers' Parties will 
overcome all barriers on the road to their advancement, will score 
new victories in the struggle for peace, democracy and socialism. 

(Editorial in May 9 th’s Pravda) 



N. S. KHRUSHCHOV ON YUGOSLAV REVISIONISM 

(Fxcerpts from his speech at the 7th Congress of Bulgarian 
Communist Party on June 3, 1958.) 

.With the emergence of socialism beyond the bounds of one 

country and the formation of the world socialist camp new exceedingly 
important possibilities have arisen for accelerating the pace of develop¬ 
ment ol socialist economy. It is necessary to utilize these possibilities 
rationally, in a business-like way. 

In this connection I would like to discuss some questions of the 
economic co-opcration of the socialist countries. 

A Meeting of representatives of the Communist and Workers’ 
Parties of member countries of the Council for Economic Mutual 
Assistance was held in Moscow recently. The Meeting was also att¬ 
ended by representatives of the Communist Party of China, the Korean 
Party of Labour, the Working People’s Party of Viet Nam, and the 
Mongolian People’s Revolutionary Party. The Meeting has arrived 
at the unanimous conclusion that today when the economic ties bet¬ 
ween the socialist countries have grown considerably in size and 
strength, major significance is acquired by the further improvement 
of the forms of economic co-operation, deeper specialization and co¬ 
operation of interconnected branches of the national economy in the 
countries ol the socialist camp. Consistent implementation of the 
measures for the lurther development and deepening of the international 
division of labour of the socialist countries, worked out by the Meeting, 
will ensure the most expedient use of natural and economic resources, 
higher labour productivity, and the further rise in the living standard 
of the people in each of our countries. Rational organization of 
economic co-operation of the socialist countries will undoubtedly 
accelerate the development of national productive forces and strengthen 
the economic might of the socialist camp as a whole. 

Like the November Meetings of representatives of the Communist 
and Workers’ Parties, the recent Moscow Meeting has demonstrated 
the indissoluble unity of the peoples of the socialist countries, their 
deep interest in continuing to strengthen their commonwealth, to 
develop and perfect the co-operation between the states of the socialist 
camp. 
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The bourgeois ideologists assert that the formation and strength¬ 
ening of the socialist camp restricts the independence and national 
sovereignty of the countries belonging to it. The entire practice of the 
development of co-operation between the socialist countries since the 
formation of the world socialist system convincingly shows that it is 
precisely socialism that carries to the peoples genuine state independence. 
The socialist camp is a voluntary union of equal and sovereign 
slates in which no one seeks or secures for himself any special rights, 
privileges or advantages. It goes without saying that each socialist 
country independently decides the question concerning the forms of 
its co-operation with the other socialist countries. There is no, nor 
can there be, any compulsion in this matter. 

But is it possible to fully utilise, for the victory of socialism, the 
rich possibilities possessed by the socialist countries, if each of them 
acts alone, stews in its own juice, so to speak ? Is it possible in the pre¬ 
sent international conditions to ensure a reliable defence of socialism's 
gains if the socialist countries act discordantly ? Of course, not. 

It is only the unity of the socialist countries that ensures the 
maximum utilisation of the advantages of the world socialist system, 
enhances its strength and might in the struggle for the prevention of a 
new war, and in the economic competition with capitalism. Life has 
convincingly demonstrated that the strengthening of the unity of the 
socialist camp countries far from infringing on the national interests of 
any of these countries, is a reliable guarantee of their national inde¬ 
pendence and sovereignty. 

The Communist and Workers' Parties are at one about the 
fact that only the cohesion of the socialist cuuntries, the strengthening 
of all-sided co-operation and fraternal mutual assistance between them, 
based on the great principles of proletarian internationalism, ensure 
the common advance of the socialist economy and the pulling up of the 
formerly backward countries to the level of the advanced, make it 
possible to abolish the actual inequality in the degree of the economic 
and cultural development that they inherited from the past. 

The cohesion of the socialist camp countries is ensured, above 
all, by the unity of the Communist and Workers' Parties, based on the 
unshakable principles of Marxism-Leninism, verified by historic 
experience. By creatively applying the general principles of Marxism- 
Leninism, each Party works out the most expedient, concrete forms of 
embodying these principles in the conditions of its country and thereby 
makes its contribution to the theory and practice of socialist construc¬ 
tion, to the development of Marxism-Leninism. 
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Our great teacher, V.I. Lenin, attached tremendous importance 
to the revolutionary creative endeavour of the masses in producing, 
developing and perfecting concrete methods of struggle for the triumph 
of the socialist revolution and the new social system. “Marxism”, 
V.I. Lenin wrote, “differs from all other socialist theories by remarkably 
combining full scientific soberness in analysing the objective state of 
affairs and objective course of evolution with the most resolute recogni¬ 
tion of t he significance of revolutionary energy, revolutionary creative 

endeavour, revolutionary initiative of the masses.” (Works, 4th 

Ed., vol. irj, pp. 21, 22) 

The creative development of Marxist-Leninist theory is a matter 
of the entire international communist movement, of all the revolutionary 
parties of the working class. It is well known, for example, what an 
immense contribution to the theory and practice of socialist revolution 
and socialist construction is made by the Communist Party of China 
which masterfully combines the universal truth of Marxism-Leninism 
with the concrete practice of the revolution and socialist construction 
in its country. 

Of great value for the development of Marxist-Leninist theory is 
also the creative elaboration of the problems of the transition period by 
the Communist and Workers’ Parties of the socialist countries of 
Europe and Asia, notably the experience of the Bulgarian Communist 
Party in the reconstruction of agriculture on socialist lines. 

The forms of agricultural producers’ co-operation, worked out 
and applied in the People’s Republic of Bulgaria, arc one of the example 
of the correct combination of the general laws of the socialist trans¬ 
formation of agriculture with concrete conditions and distinguishing 
features of Bulgaria. The experience of your Party has once again 
confirmed the fact that with any national distinguishing features there 
is no other way of drawing the broad masses into socialism than the 
Leninist co-operative plan which has been tried and tested by life. 

The fraternal Communist and Workers’ Parties have highly 
appraised the importance of the decisions of the 20th Congress of the 
Communist Party of the Soviet Union for the development of Marxism- 
Leninism. They noted that these decisions initiated a new state in the 
international communist movement, facilitated its further develop¬ 
ment. 

The Communist and Workers’Parties of the capitalist countries, 
in working out forms and methods of working-class struggle in the 
present situation for gaining political power, enrich the Leninist theory 
of the socialist revolution. 
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The Declaration of the Meeting of Representatives of the Com¬ 
munist and Workers’ Parties justly says: “Creative application of the 
general laws of socialist construction, tried and tested by experieice, 
and the variety of forms and methods of building socialism used in 
different countries, represent a collective contribution to Marx^st- 
Leninist theory.” This collective contribution contains a part of 
each Communist Party, a part of the experience of all countries which 
are building socialism. 

The power and significance of the Declaration consist in that it 
summarizes the gigantic experience of socialist construction in the 
USSR and the People’s Democracies, the experience of the international 
working-class and communist movement, the experience of the world 
national liberation movement. This historic document further crea¬ 
tively develops the basic principles of Marxism-Leninism as applied 
to the conditions of our era. 

Speaking of the creative development of the theory of Marxism- 
Leninism in present-day conditions, we cannot keep silent about the 
assertions, wrong in principle, contained in the draft programme of the 
League of Communists of Yugoslavia . This draft alleges that “in recent 
decades Marxist thought has lagged behind the development of contem¬ 
porary society” and that as a result of this “many vacuums have arisen 
in the further scientific, Marxist elucidation of contemporary social 
problems, particularly in the elucidation of the laws and contradictions 
of the transition period from capitalism to socialism.” 

How is it possible to assert that in recent decades the development 
of Marxist-Leninist thought, particularly in elaborating the laws govern¬ 
ing the transition period, has lagged behind, if precisely during these 
years the Communist Party of the Soviet Union and the entire inter¬ 
national comnunist movement introduced so much that is new in 
Marxist-Leninist theory ! 

In these years socialism has been built in the Soviet Union for 
the first time in history of mankind, in a number of countries in Europe 
and Asia. The revolutionary transfer of power into the hands of the 
working class was carried out under the guidance of the Communist 
Parties, a new form of the dictatorship of the proletariat, people’s 
democracy, has arisen and developed. Socialism has emerged beyond 
the bounds of one country and become a world system. The Communist 
Party of China and the other fraternal parties of the People’s Demo¬ 
cracies have carried out on a large scale the transformation of capitalist 
industry and trade, have found specific forms of applying the Lenin’s 
co-operative plan. Such a form of uniting the working masses to 
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fight for socialism as the fatherland and National Front, headed by 
Marxist-Lcninist parties, has developed in all People’s Democracies. 

Is it not clear that assertions about the so-called “vacuums” in 
the development of the Marxist-Lcninist theory run counter to reality 
and, in our opinion, show that the Yugoslav leaders ignore the practice 
of socialist construction in other countries, the experience of the fraternal 
Communist and Workers’ Parties. 

Attempts were made in the draft programme of the LCY and in 
speeches of the Yugoslav leaders at the 7th Congress of the LCY to 
accuse other Communist Parties of the socialist countries of practicalism. 

Evidently, the Yugoslav comrades understand under practicalism 
the fact that the Communist and Workers’ Parties of the socialist 
countries are concentrating their main efforts on working out and apply¬ 
ing practical measures which ensure the development of the economy 
and culture and an advance of the people’s living standard. We hold 
that such “practicalism” corresponds to the fundamental interests of 
the masses, the interests of socialism. 

The masses of the working people judge of the advantages of 
the socialist system and its superiority over the capitalist system first 
©f all by such things as who wields political power, who owns the means 
of production, judge by the results of economic development, by the 
successes of science and technology, by the advance in the cultural and 
material standards of the working people in the socialist countries. 
It is an elaboration of the questions of the theory and practice of the 
building of socialism and communism which, in our opinion, constitutes 
a genuinely creative development of Marxism-Leninism. 

We, Communists, attach great significance to revolutionary 
theory, we arc achieving all our successes precisely because we are always 
guided by the Marxist-Leninist teaching. The theory of Marxism- 
Leninism is our compass, our lodestar. The strength of Marxism- 
Leninism lies in its inseverable bonds with life, with the processes of 
social development. 

It is known that the working people are reaching out for socialism, 
even without having a full idea about the theory of scientific socialism. 
Men of labour want to get rid of capitalism, of its incurable ills and 
vices. They are looking for a way out of the hopelessness of capitalism. 
And only when the revolutionary party armed by the scientific theory 
of communism rightly organizes the workers, peasants and intelli¬ 
gentsia and leads them to light for the building of a new life, Marxist- 
Leninist theory becomes comprehensible and accessible to the broadest 
masses. 
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Drawing the working masses into revolutionary struggle, con¬ 
centrating their energies on the accomplishment of the concrete tasks 
of transforming society, a Marxist party thereby creates conditions, in 
which the workers and peasants are able not only to grasp with their 
mind but also to learn from their own experience the correctness and 
vitality of the victorious teachings of Marxism-Leninism. The further 
development of theoretical principles proceeds on the basis of the 
practice of the revolutionary struggle and socialist construction. 

The working class of Russia, in alliance with the working 
peasantry, under the leadership of the Communist Party, which creatively 
applied and developed the Marxist theory, took power into their 
own hands in October 1917 in order to refashion the economy and the 
entire life of the country along socialist lines. 

The great Lenin already in the first Soviet years, working out 
the plans for socialist construction, set a cardinal task to develop heavy 
industry, the cornerstone for advancing all branches of the national 
economy. A concrete plan for our country’s electrification was worked 
out under the guidance of Lenin, who named this plan the second pro¬ 
gramme of the Party. Does not this indicate that Lenin examined the 
questions of the theory and practice of socialist construction in their 
inseverable unity ? 

After the working class takes power, the socialist state has to 
tackle numerous questions of economic and cultural construction. 
The theory of Marxism-Leninism is given embodiment and is further 
developed in the course of socialist construction. 

In the forty years of the existence of the Soviet state, our Party 
has carried out immense work, directing the creative efforts of 
Soviet people at upbuilding socialist society. 

Take, for example, some-questions the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union tackled recently. The Party has carried out great work 
in reorganising the management of industry and construction which 
yields a tremendous economic effect. Now one may ask : Is this a 
theoretical or a practical question ? It is a question which has both 
tremendous practical and theoretical significance. 

Our Party has carried out a number of big measures in agriculture, 
which resulted in the opening up of tremendous reserves and possibilities 
in our country. Agriculture in the Soviet Union is now making rapid 
progress. At the beginning of 1955, a six-year programme for the 
development of animal husbandry was worked out. As a result of the 
implementation of the measures worked out by our Party on the basis 
of the Marxist-Leninist principles of socialist economic mangement, 
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and of the deep understanding by the masses of the necessity of these 
measures, the six-year plan for the output of milk and dairy produce 
has been fulfilled ahead of schedule, in three years. 

A year ago leading collective farms and state farms of the Soviet 
Union put forward the task, supported by the Central Committee of the 
Party, to catch up with and surpass the United States in per-capita 
production of meat, milk, and butter in the next few years. We are 
sure that this task will be successfully accomplished. 

Are these practical or theoretical questions ? We consider that 
they are first of all practical questions. But if the national economy 
of a socialist country is forging ahead, if the social wealth is increasing 
with every year, the labour of the people is better remunerated, the 
welfare of the working folk is improving, this means that the positions 
of socialism are growing stronger, that the principles of Marxist- 
Leninist theory are being realised. As you see, these questions are 
major theoretical questions. 

On the initiative of the Central Committee of the CPSU, a law 
was adopted recently on the further development of the collective-farm 
system and reorganisation of the machine and tractor stations. Now 
machines are sold directly to the collective farms, and the machine and 
tractor stations have been reorganised into repair and technical service 
stations. The spring fieldwork carried out on the collective farms has 
demonstrated that this measure has been fully justified. The tractors 
and other agricultural machines are used on the collective farms not 
worse but better than in the machine and tractor stations. Now, is this 
only a practical or only a theoretical question ? it is a question of both 
the theory and practice of socialist construction. 

The May Plenary Meeting of the CC CPSU adopted a big 
programme for the development of the chemical industry of the Soviet 
Union. Fulfilment of this programme will ensure further technical 
progress in many branches of the national economy of our country 
and will make it possible to accomplish more quickly the task of 
increasing the production of consumer goods. 

At first glance all these are strictly practical questions. At the 
same time, however, they are also theoretical questions. Here we have 
two sides of one single whole : theory and practice. By our achieve¬ 
ments in the development of industry, farming and culture, we graphi¬ 
cally demonstrate the superiority of our theoretical thought, the 
strength and viability of Marxist-Leninist theory, on the basis of which 
socialist society is being built. By applying this theory in practice, 
by developing the socialist economy, by blazing new trails into the 



63 


future, we aflirm and develop revolutionary theory enriching it with 
the experience of the millions. 

Each practical question of socialist construction is at the same 
time also a theoretical question, directly related to the creative develop¬ 
ment of Marxism-Leninism. One cannot be severed from the other. 

Theory without practice is sterile. It happens, you know, that 
an orchard blossoms and man rejoices looking upon the blossoming 
trees. He expects that in the autumn the orchard will yield abundant 
fruit, will reward his labour. But blossoming lime passes and man 
sees that after the blossoms have fallen off no ovaries were formed. 
Hence there will be no fruit. And this is a great disappointment. The 
man feels that he has been deceived in his good hopes and expectations. 
When the orchard blossomed and was laden with fragrance he rejoiced 
and expected abundant fruit. But the orchard did not yield him this 
fruit. The work he invested turned out to be in vain. The orchard 
cultivated by the man did not reward him for his efforts. 

So severely are people disappointed also in sterile theoreticians. 
Listening to the flowery speeches and to the reasoning of certain 
theoretical phrase-mongers people arc sometimes enraptured, begin 
to believe the high-sounding phrases of such men. But then they 
see that in practice nothing comes out of the beautiful words. Beauti¬ 
ful words remain empty promises unconnected with life. And when 
people see that the grandiloquent phrases of such “theoreticians” 
are blossoms without ovaries, are empty prattle, are sterile they turn 
away from such “theoreticians” and from their “theories”. 

The revolutionary theory of Marxism-Leninism has great all- 
conquering power precisely because it is inseverably bound up with 
life, with the processes of social development and undergoes its historic 
test in life. 

Practice not illumined by an advanced revolutionary theory 
is doomed to groping in the dark. Marxist-Lcninist theory illumines 
for the working class, the working people the ways in solutions of 
practical problems in building socialism and communism. But theory 
alone without practice is dead and barren. V.I. Lenin, ridiculing 
people divorced from life and steeped in abstract theoretical arguments, 
said : “We are of the opinion that the practice of the mass working- 
class movement is in no way less important than theory and that only 
this practice can subject our principles to a serious test. Theory, 
my friend, is grey, but the eternal tree of life is green ! ” (Works, 
Vol. 20, p. 495-496). 

Theoretical propositions which seemed infallible were advanced 



f>4 


more than once in the history of human society but they did not stem 
from life itself, were not confirmed by practice. Such theoretical 
propositions soon died without any benefit to mankind. 

The vitality of the Marxist-Leninist theory consists in that, having 
arisen in the course of the struggle of the working class, it develops in 
an inseverable bond with practice furnishing mankind answers to the 
most urgent questions. The correctness of the Marxist-Leninist theore¬ 
tical propositions is confirmed and proved by the practice of the struggle 
to build communist society. It is confirmed by the wealth of 
experience of our Party and all the fraternal parties of the socialist 
countries. It is confirmed by the experience of the Communist parties 
in the capitalist countries which, guided by revolutionary theory, are 
leading the struggle of the working class, all working people for libera¬ 
tion from capitalist slavery, for building socialist society. 

Communism is not an abstract philosophical conception ; de¬ 
finite content has been invested in it : the need to abolish the exploit¬ 
ing classes and exploitation of man by man, to establish such a social 
system when all the created material and spiritual values are social 
property and the people who create these values dispose of them them¬ 
selves at their own discretion, enjoy all the fruits of their labour, work¬ 
ing according to their abilities and receiving according to their needs. 

Communism is the radiant future, mankind is striving for it. 

Some “theoreticians’' try to belittle in every way the practical 
activities o( the Communist and Workers’ Parties in building socialism, 
scornfully naming them “practicalism”, but they themselves do not want 
to analyze cither from the standpoint of theory or from the standpoint 
of practice the question why they get handouts from the imperialist 
count! ics. 

But it is clear to every conscious working man that by such a 
method socialist economy cannot be advanced. Can then be there 
any room for successes of socialism, the development of Marxist- 
Leninist theory ! While such ill-starred theoreticians at times do not 
understand what harm to the cause of the working class can be 
inflicted by the theories” they put forward, the imperialist circles 
know full well what they want and are doing everything in their 
power to support and encourage the things that help them in the 
struggle against communism. 

I would not like to offend anyone, but at the same time 1 cannot 
refrain from asking a question which agitates honest Communists 
everywhere. Why do the imperialist leaders who seek to wipe the 
socialist states fjom the face of the earth and to crush the communist 
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movement, at the same time finance one of the socialist countries, give 
it credits on easy terms and free handouts ? No one will believe that 
there are two socialisms in the world : one socialism v iciously hated by 
world reaction, and another socialism acceptable to the imperialists, 
to which they render assistance aid support. 

Everyone knows that the imperialists have never given anyone 
money for nothing, simply because they like his “beautiful eyes”. They 
inv(?st their capital only in enterprises from which they hope to get 
good pro tits. 

If the imperialists agree to render “aid” to a socialist state this 
way. they do this of course not in order to strengthen it. The monopoly 
circles of the United States can by no meins be suspected of being 
interested in strengthening socialism and developing Marxist-Leninist 
theory. Representatives of this country allege that we are deviating 
from Marxism-Leninism, but they stand on correct positions. We 
get quite a curious situation : the imperialists want to “develop” 
Marxism-Leninism through this country. It is in place to recall 
BebtTs apt words : if the enemy praises you, think what stupid thing 
you have done. 

While the imperialists are uniting their efforts in attacks on 
socialism, on the working class, some leaders who call themselves 
fighters for socialism are trying to weaken the will of the working class 
in the struggle against capitalism, to weaken the vanguard of the working 
class, the Communist and Workers’ Parties, to lull their vigilance, 
to weaken the unity of the socialist countries. 

Ag gressive circles of the bourgeoisie, counting on such “allies”, 
will be able really to cherish some hopes and rejoice that their attempts 
to undermine the socialist states from within will prove successful. 
But I must tell you secretly that these illusory hopes of the imperialists, 
too, are doomed to failure, and the capital invested in this “undertaking” 
will be wasted, as it happened every time the imperialists tried to base 
their calculations on the weakening of the unity of the Communist 
and Workers’ Parties. 

The Communist Parties safeguard and preserve the unity of their 
ranks like the apple of the eye. They wage an irreconcilable struggle 
against revisionism and dogmatism. In this struggle the main fire 
of the Communist Parties is, naturally, directed against the revisionists 
as scouts of the imperialist camp. The ancient legend of the Trojan 
horse is widely known. When the enemies could not take the city 
of Troy by siege and storm, they “presented” a wooden horse to the 
Trojans, in which they concealed their own men so that they could open 



the city gates at night. 

Modern revisionism is a kind of the Trojan horse. The revision¬ 
ists are trying to undermine the revolutionary parties from inside, to 
undermine their unity, to sow disarray and confusion in the Marxist- 
Leninist ideology. 

Comrades, the Communist and Workers* Parties in their historic 
Declaration have unanimously sharply condemned revisionism when 
they said that in the present conditions it is the main danger in the 
international communist movement. Revisionism is Right-wing 
opportunism, a manifestation of the bourgeois ideology which paralyses 
the revolutionary energy of the working class and demands the preser¬ 
vation or the restoration of capitalism. The Declaration most correctly 
stresses that “the existence of bourgeois influence is an internal source of 
revisionism, while surrender to imperialist pressure is its external source” 

The Communists of all countries have warmly endorsed the 
Declaration adopted by the Meeting of the fraternal parties of the 
socialist countries, have acknowledged it as an all-important programme 
document of the international communist movement, which gives a 
profound Marxist-Leninist analysis of the basic laws of social develop¬ 
ment in the present epoch and with exceptional clarity defines the tasks 
of the world communist movement. 

Of all the Communist and Workers' Parties, only one party, the 
League of Communists of Yugoslavia, stated its disagreement with the 
Declaration and thereby opposed itself to all the Marxist-Leninist 
parties of the world. 

This position of the Yugoslav leaders is most clearly expressed 
in the draft programme of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia, 
in the work of the LCY 7lh Congress. All Communist and Workers’ 
Parties have shown complete unanimity in resolutely condemning the 
revisionist propositions, running counter to Marxism-Leninism, of the 
LCY draft programme and the wrong position of the Yugoslav leaders. 

In this connection, allow me, comrade delegates, to express 
certain views regarding the relations between the Communist Party 
of the Soviet Union and the League of Communists of Yugoslavia. 
I deem it expendient to express these views at your congress because they 
concern the relations not only between the CPSU and the LCY but 
also alTect the relations of all the fraternal parties with the League of 
Communists of Yugoslavia. 

As it has already been noted above, in the Declaration the 
fraternal parties expressed their common viewpoint and defined, on 
the basis of the Marxist-Leninist principles, their common views on 



major questions of our times. 

Marx, Engels and Lenin always attached primary importance 
to the struggle for the purity of the ideological principles of scientific 
communism. They were irreconcilable to any and all attempts to 
deprive the militant theory of the working class of its revolutionary 
soul. They taught us that the theory of scientific communism is the 
chief ideological weapon of the working class in its struggle for its 
liberation and the transformation of society on communist lines. They 
taught us that without revolutionary theory there can be no revolu¬ 
tionary movement. 

We all know what a tremendous struggle V.l. Lenin waged against 
international revisionism, against the opportunism of Bernstein, 
Kauisky and their ilk, upholding revolutionary creative Marxism. In 
this irreconcilable ideological struggle the Marxist-Leninist parties of 
the working class, which have now become a mighty organizing and 
inspiring force of the international class movement, have grown, 
strengthened and become steeled. 

True to the behests of our teachers and leaders, the Communist 
and Workers’ Parties vigilantly guard the purity of the Marxist-Leninist 
principles ; they are very sensitive to any distortions and deviations 
from these principles. The Marxist-Leninist parties consistently and 
resolutely oppose those who seek to weaken the unity of the fraternal 
Communist parties, to undermine the international unity of the working 
class of all countries, to disorganize their revolutionary struggle. Parti¬ 
cularly dangerous for the revolutionary movement are those who call 
themselves Marxists-Leninists but in practice, whether they want 
it or not, perform the role of agents of the class enemy in the working 
class movement. The Communist and Workers' Parties are therefore 
very keen on questions of theory, are irreconcilable to any attempts of 
revising Marxism-Leninism. 

The relations of our parties with the League of Communists of 
Yugoslavia has its history. Some important moments of this history 
should be recalled now. 

You know that prior to 1948 good relations had existed between 
Yugoslavia and the Soviet Union, relations formed in the joint struggle 
against the fascist invaders during the second world war and the first 
postwar years. In September 1947 when imperialist reaction began 
intensive attacks against the socialist countries, the Communist parties 
of the Soviet Union and the European People’s Democracies and also 
some Communist Parties in the capitalist countries of Europe organized 
the Information Bureau of Communist and Workers’ Parties (Inform- 
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bureau), whose working bodies were located in Belgrade in the initial 
period. 

Looking back, we should say that at a definite stage the Inform- 
bureau played its positive part in the history of the revolutionary 
Marxist-Leninist movement, in the consolidation of the forces of the 
Communist and Workers’ Parties on the basis of principles of prole¬ 
tarian internationalism, in the struggle for lasting peace, democracy 
and socialism. 

The Communist Party of Yugoslavia, together with the CPSU 
and a number of other fraternal parties, was one of the organizers of 
the lnformbureau and an energetic participant in its activities during 
the initial period. This is how matters had stood prior to 1948. Then 
came the worsening of relations between the Communist Party of 
Yugoslavia and the other fraternal parties. 

In 1948 a meeting of the lnformbureau adopted a resolution 
“On the Situation in the Communist Party of Yugoslavia” which con¬ 
tained just criticism of the activities of the Communist Parly of Yugo¬ 
slavia on a number of principled questions. This resolution was 
correct in the main and met. the interests of the revolutionary move¬ 
ment. Subsequently, in 1949-1953, a conflict arose between the 
Communist Party of Yugoslavia and the other fraternal parties, when 
in the course of the struggle mistakes were made and stratifications 
appeared which harmed our common cause. 

With full awareness of responsibility to our countries and peoples, 
to the international communist movement, the Communist Party of 
the Soviet Union displayed Ihe initiative to liquidate this conflict, to 
achieve a normalization of relations between our countries, to establish 
contact and co-operation between the CPSU and LCY on a Marxist- 
Leninist basis. With this aim in view, on our initiative, talks were 
held in May-June 1955 between representatives of the Soviet Union 
and Yugoslavia, which ended in the signing of the Belgrade Declaration. 
It is quite important to note that during the talks in Belgrade, Comrade 
Tito was in favour of not raking up the past, of starting our relations 
on a new basis. We readily agreed to this and for our part did every¬ 
thing to strengthen friendly relations. 

In so doing we were aware that ideological differences on a number 
of important questions remained between our Parties. For our part, 
we displayed much restraint and patience to achieve a unity of opinion 
on a principled basis, on the basis of Marxism-Leninism. 

Life has shown, however, that the burden of the past weighed 
too heavily on the Yugoslav leaders and they proved unable to leave 
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their wrong positions and to take firmly to positions of Marxism- 
Leninism. The Yugoslav leaders, even after the normalization of 
relations continued to make anti-Soviet statements, made sallies against 
the socialist camp and the fraternal Communist parties. Particularly 
big damage to the cause of socialism was inflicted by the Yugoslav 
leaders by their public pronouncements and their actions during the 
Hungarian events. During the counter-revolutionary putsch in 
Budapest, the Yugoslav Embassy, in eifect, became a centre for those 
who started the struggle against the people’s democratic system in 
Hungary, a refuge for the capitulatory-treacherous Nagy-Losonczy 
group. Recall the unprecedented speech made by Comrade Tito inPulj, 
in which he took under his wing the rebels in Hungary, while calling 
the fraternal assistance of the USSR to the Hungarian people “Soviet 
intervention”, a spcach which contained direct calls to definite forces 
in the other socialist countries to follow the so-called “Yugoslav course”. 

We know very well what this course is. Comrades. He who 
wants, let him follow this course. But parties which really stand on 
the positions of Marxism-Leninism will not follow it. Our socialist 
countries are firmly following by the Marxist-Lcninist compass the 
course to communism. 

Jn view of this stand of the Yugoslav leaders we have been com¬ 
pelled to come out with open criticism of their views and actions. This 
position of ours has been fully supported by all the Communist and 
Workers’ Parties. Thus, it is the fraternal parties which stand on 
principled Marxist-Leninist positions but not the Yugoslav leaders who 
by their splitting actions against the socialist countries and the fraternal 
parties have isolated Yugoslavia and the LCY from the socialist countries 
and the international communist movement. 

Subsequently, on the initiative of the Yugoslav leaders, the well- 
known meeting of delegations of the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia 
took place in Bucharest in August 1957. During this meeting we frankly 
outlined to the Yugoslav leaders our views concernig the policy of the 
League of Communists of Yugoslavia both on the Hungarian and other 
questions. As a result of the talks concord was reached on the main 
problems of the present international situation, although it was recog¬ 
nized that there were certain differences on ideological questions bet¬ 
ween us. 

During the meeting in Bucharest we hoped to find a common 
language and to pave the way for further friendly cooperation. 

At the same time we openly told the Yugoslav leaders that if they 
continued to make sallies against the countries of the socialist camp 
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and fraternal parties, not a single such statement would remain un¬ 
answered by us. I say this with all responsibility before the fraternal 
Communist Party of Bulgaria which we respect for its courage and 
devotion to the great ideas of Marxism-Leninism. 

At the Bucharest meeting it was agreed that a delegation of the 
League of Communists of Yugoslavia would take part in the planned 
Meeting of the fraternal parties of the socialist countries and in draft ing 
a Declaration of that Meeting. Subsequent events showed, however, 
that the Yugoslav leaders retracted from the agreed positions. They 
refused to sign the Declaration of the Communist and Workres 5 Parties, 
of the Socialist Countties and decided to come out with their own 
platform, the draft programme of the LCY, opposed to the common 
views of the Marxist-Leninist parlies and claims to be a programme 
document for the international communist and working-class move¬ 
ment. 

The LCY programme, of course, is an internal alTair of the 
Yugoslav Communists. Bui since the draft of that programme contains 
tendentious and insulting appraisals regarding other parties and 
socialist countries and revises the foundations of the Marxist- 
Leninist revolutionary theory, our Party regarded it as its direct duty to 
criticise the anti-Marxist propositions of this document. The princi¬ 
pled position of our Party set forth in letters of the CC CPSU and in 
our Party press, has been unanimously supported and approved by 
all the Communist and Worker 5 Parties. 

By rejecting the comradely principled criticism by the fraternal 
parties, the Yugoslav leaders have again found themselves in isolation, 
continuing stubbornly to uphold their erroneous anti-Marxist views. 
Instead of seriously analysing the reasons that placed the League of 
Communists of Yugoslavia in a difficult position, the Yugoslav leaders 
are trying to accuse the frternal parties of being inobjectivc to them and 
of interfering in the internal affairs of the LCY. This indeed is a case 
of laying the blame at somebody clsc’s door ! 

Some Yugoslav comrades are trying to find a difference in the 
assessment of their mistakes by separate Communist and Workers’ 
Parties. They attack the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, they 
would like to somehow single out the Communist Party of China, 
claiming that it criticises their mistakes in some special manner. The at¬ 
tempts, however, to find some different shades in the criticism of present 
day revisionism by the fraternal parties are in vain. All the fraternal 
parties are at one in this matter. We consider that the Chinese com¬ 
rades, as well as the other fraternal parties, are quite correctly and pro- 
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foundly criticising the revisionist propositions of the LCY draft pro¬ 
gramme, and are consistently upholding the principles of Marxism- 
Leninism. We fully agree with this principled criticism. 

The forces of socialism and the unity of the Communist and 
Workers' Parties can strengthen only in struggle against revisionism, 
in struggle for the purity of the Marxist-Leninist theory. 

The weekly Konnmist , organ of the League of Communists of 
Yugoslavia, the other day published an article on the third anniversary 
of the signing of the Belgrade Declaration. It may seem at first glance, 
that the article is written in calm tones and pursues the aim of relaxing 
tension in the LCY's relations with the other fraternal parties. Actu¬ 
ally, however, this article is utterly wrong and tries to justify the errone¬ 
ous position of the Yugoslav leaders. Thus, for example, the article 
contains an assertion that the struggle for peace is, supposedly, the 
chief content of the struggle for socialism. One cannot agree with 
such an assertion. 

It is an indisputable fact that those who tight for socialism consis¬ 
tently light for the cause of peace. But peace is also upheld by many 
personalities who do not support the principles of socialism. Lven 
some conservatives, clergymen and various bourgeois public and poli¬ 
tical leaders fight for peace. Of course, we pool our efforts with them 
in the struggle for peace. Thus, people and organisations of different 
views and political convictions can and do unite in the struggle for peace. 

Things, however, arc altogether different with regard to the 
struggle for the victory of socialism. Here one cannot calculate on 
pooling the efforts of the working class and the capitalists, of the Com¬ 
munist Parties and the bourgeois parties. The struggle for the victory 
of socialism demands the unity of views and unity of actions of the 
parties of the working class which adhere to the positions of Marxism- 
Leninism. it demands the persistent pursuance of the principles of 
proletarian internationalism and fraternal mutual assistance of the 
peoples building socialism. 

We have stood and stand for the necessity to strengthen in every 
way co-operation with all states in the struggle for peace and security 
of the nations. We want to maintain such relations also with the 
Federal People's Republic of Yugoslavia. But as Communists, we 
would like to have more : we would like to reach an understanding 
and co-operation on Party lines. The Yugoslav Communists have 
much revolutionary experience and great merits in the struggle against 
our common class enemies. The working class, the entire labouring 
people of Yugoslavia made a notable contribution to the struggle 
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against fascism in the second world war. Of course, if co-operation on 
Party lines is not achieved we will maintain and develop normal relations 
with Yugoslavia along state lines. At the same time we frankly declare 
that we will not tolerate distortions in questions of ideology, will 
safeguard the unity of the Marxist-Leninist parties and will fight for the 
purity of revolutionary theory. 

Comrades, l recall a conversation l had with the Yugoslav leaders 
in 1956 when in a friendly talk we exchanged views. Speaking of our 
disagreements I called the attention of Comrade Tito to the necessity 
of more deeply analysing the events and our mutual relations, of cor¬ 
rectly appraising the situation that has developed so as to more rapidly 
secure unity of views on a principled basis. In this conversation I 
reminded them of the following well-known popular saying, “The 
whole company marches in step and only one soldier is out of step,” 
and asked who must change, the company, or the soldier? 

Koca Popovic who was present at the conversation asked : 

“And who is the company, and who is the soldier ?*' 

To that retort I replied. 

“Reflect yourself who is the company and who is the soldier.” 

“At any rate”, I said, “every soldier knows that a company 
is a company and that a soldier is only a part of the company and 
therefore not the company must change its step to that of the soldier, 
but the other way round. If you adhere to another position then say 
plainly that you are not a soldier of this communist company which is 
marching conccrledly in step, guiding itself by Marxism-Leninism.” 

We will always sacredly safeguard the unity of our great Marxist- 
Leninist international army of fighters for communism. The fraternal 
Communist Parties of the Soviet Union, China, Bulgaria and the other 
socialist countries, the Communist Parties of the world are united 
and monolithic, they resolutely come out against contemporary revision¬ 
ism. The Communists of all countries bear high aloft the victorious 
banner of Marxism-Leninism and under this glorious banner are con- 
Adcntly marching to their great goal. 




CHINA’S PEOPLE’S DAILY ON YUGOSLAV 
REVISIONISM 

T ODAY is the 140th anniversary of the birth of Karl Marx, 
founder of scientific Communism. Since 1844, Marxism has been 
carrying on a persistent struggle against all trends of reactionary 
bourgeois and pettv-bourgeois thought and against all kinds of oppor¬ 
tunist ideas among the ranks of the international workers’ movement. 
Marxism has continually emerged victorious in the struggle, for 
revolutionary practice has borne out its correctness. It was in the 
course of the struggle in the age of imperialism and proletarian 
revolution that Lenin developed Marxism and carried it forward to a 
new stage, the stage of Leninism. Now the international workers’ 
movement has placed before Marxism-Leninism the new sacred task : 
to carry out irreconcilable struggle against modern revisionism or neo- 
Bernsteinism. This is a struggle between the two fundamentally 
dilTerent lines of Marxism-Leninism and anti-Marxism-Leninism, a 
great struggle involving the success or failure of the cause of the working 
class of the world and the cause of socialism. 

The recently closed seventh Congress of the League of Communists 
of Yugoslavia has adopted a “draft programme of the League of Com¬ 
munists of Yugoslavia'’ which is an anti-Marxist-Leninst, out-and-out 
revisionist programme. To sum it up briefly, in method of thinking, 
the draft programme substitutes sophistry for revolutionary materi¬ 
alistic dialectics ; politically, it substitutes the reactionary theory 
of the state standing above classes for the Marxist-Leninist theory 
of the state, and reactionary bourgeois nationalism for revolutionary 
proletarian internationalism ; in political economy, it takes up the 
cudgels for monopoly capital and tries to obliterate the fundamental 
differences between the capitalist and socialist systems. The draft 
programme openly forsakes the fundamental principles of Marxism- 
Leninism, sets itself against the Declaration of the Meeting of Represen¬ 
tatives of the Communist and Workers’ Parties of Socialist Countries 
held in Moscow last November, and at the same time repudiates the 
“Peace Manifesto” adopted by the meeting of representatives of 64 
Communist and Workers’ Parties, endorsed by the representatives of 
the League of Communists of Yugoslavia itself. The draft programme 
brands all the basic principles of revolutionary theory established 
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by Marx and Engels and developed by Lenin and other great Marxists 
as “dogmatism'’, and the leaders of the League of Communists of 
Yugoslavia style themselves “irreconcilable enemies of any dogmatism”. 

What are the most basic things in the “dogmatism” which the 
leaders of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia have chosen to 
attack ? They are proletarian revolution and proletarian dictatorship. 
But it is common knowledge that without proletarian revolution and 
proletarian dictatorship there can be no socialism. The draft pro¬ 
gramme of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia concentrates its 
opposition on proletarian revolution and its attack on proletarian 
dictatorship, smears the socialist state and the socialist camp, and 
beautifies capitalism, the imperialist state and the imperialist camp. 
This cannot but gives rise to doubt about the “socialism” avowed by 
the leaders of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia. 

Speaking like the reactionaries of all countries and the Chinese 
bourgeois rightists, the leading group of the League of Communists of 
Yugoslavia has viciously slandered proletarian dictatorship, alleging 
that it “leads to bureaucratism, the ideology of statism, separation 
of the leading political forces from the working masses, stagnation, 
the deformation of socialist development, and the sharpening of 
internal differences and contradictions.” They maliciously slander 
the socialist camp, alleging that it also has a policy of “positions 
of strength and struggle for hegemony”. They describe the two radi¬ 
cally different world politico-economic systems, the socialist camp 
and the imperialist camp, as “division of the world into two antagonistic 
military-political blocs”. They represent themselves as standing 
outside the “two blocs” of socialism and imperialism, or in a position 
beyond the blocs. They hold that the US-dominated United Nations 
can “bring about greater and greater unification of the world”, that 
economic co-operation of all countries of the world, including the 
imperialist countries, is “an integral part of the socialist road to 
the development of world economy”. They maintain that “the swel¬ 
ling flow of state-capitalist tendencies in the capitalist world is the 
most tangible proof that mankind is irrepressibly and by the most 
diverse roads deeply entering into the epoch of socialism”. These 
propositions cannot but call to mind the revisionist preachings about 
“evolutionary socialism”, “ultra-imperialism”, “organised capitalism’ 
and “the peaceful growing of capitalism into socialism” made by right- 
wing socialists in the late 19th century and early 20th century, such 
as Bernstein, Kautsky, Hilferding and their ilk, which were intended 
to induce the working class in the various capitalist countries to give 



up revolutionary struggle for socialism and uphold bourgeois 
rule. The present preachings of the leaders of the League of Commu¬ 
nists of Yugoslavia also harbour a wild attempt, namely, to induce the 
working class and other working people of various countries to take the 
road of surrender to capitalism. In his speech delivered at Pula 
in November 1956, Tito, leader of the League of Communists of Yugo¬ 
slavia, said : “What is actually involved is whether the new trend will 
triumph in the Communist Parties -the trend which really began in 
Yugoslavia”. He also said. “It is a question now whether this course 
(the so-called Yugoslav course- Editor) will be victorious or whether 
the Stalinist course will prevail again. Yugoslavia must not con¬ 
centrate on herself, she must work in all directions.” These state¬ 
ments fully betray their true ambition. 

It is by no means accidental that the draft programme of the 
League of Communists of Yugoslavia has appeared at the present time. 
Since the great October Socialist Revolution, the international Com¬ 
munist movement has achieved a series of great historic victories, 
the socialist system has been successfully set up among a population 
of 900 million and more, and the general crisis of capitalism has greatly 
extended, with the imperialist countries headed by the LIS experiencing 
a new and profound periodic economic crisis. Therefore, the 
imperialists led by the US are stepping up their sabotage of the* 
international Communist movement. The bourgeoisie has been resort¬ 
ing to two methods to undermine the workers’ movement—suppression 
by brute force and deceit. In the present new international situation, 
when the revisionist harangues of the right-wing socialists are daily 
losing their paralyzing effect on the working class and the labouring 
masses, the programme put forward by the Yugoslav revisionists fits 
in exactly with what the imperialists, and particularly the American 
imperialists need. 

In his speech “On the Correct Handling of Contradictions among 
the People,” Comrade Mao Tse-tung said : “Revisionism, or rightist 
opportunism, is a bourgeois trend of thought which is even more danger¬ 
ous than doctrinairism. The revisionists, or right opportunists, pay 
lip service to Marxism and also attack ‘doctrinairism.’ But the real 
target of their attack is actually the most fundamental elements of 
Marxism.” Now facts have proved that this thesis of Comrade Mao 
Tse-tung answers not only to the situation in China, but also to the 
international situation. 

The Declaration of the Meeting of Representatives of the Com¬ 
munist and Workers’ Parties of Socialist Countries savs : “The main 
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danger at present is revisionism or, in other words, right-wing oppor¬ 
tunism, which as a manifestation of bourgeois ideology paralyses the 
revolutionary energy of the working class and demands the preservation 
or restoration of capitalism.” It points out with special emphasis : 
“Modern revisionism seeks to smear the great teaching of Marxism- 
Leninism, declares that it is ‘outmoded’ and alleges that it has lost 
its significance for social progress. The revisionists try to exercise 
the revolutionary spirit of Marxism, to undermine faith in socialism 
among the working class and the working people in general. They 
deny the historical necessity for a proletarian revolution and the dic¬ 
tatorship of the proletariat during the period of transition from capi¬ 
talism to socialism, deny the leading role of the Marxist-Leninist 
party, reject the principles of proletarian internationalism, and call 
for rejection of the Leninist principles of party organisation and, 
above all, of democratic centralism, and for transforming the Com¬ 
munist Party from a militant revolutionary organisation into some 
kind of debating society”. The declaration clearly portrays the 
features of the modern revisionists which show themselves in the contents 
of the draft programme of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia. 

It is quite obvious that open and uncompromising criticism must 
be waged against the series of anti-Marxist-Leninist and out-and-out 
revisionist views assembled in the draft programme of the League of 
Communists of Yugoslavia. If theoretical criticism of the revisionism 
of Bernstein and Kautsky and their ilk, by the Marxists of the late 
i9th and early 20th centuries was inevitable, then it is even more 
necessary now for us to criticise nco-Bernsieinism. This is because 
modern revisionism is propounded as a comprehensive and systematic 
programme by the leading group of a party that wields state power. 
It is also because modern revisionism is aimed at splitting the inter¬ 
national Communist movement and undermining the solidarity of the 
socialist countries, and is directly detrimental to the fundamental 
interests of the Yugoslav people. 

We consider as basically correct the criticism made in June 
1948 by the Information Bureau of Communist Parties in its resolution 
“Concerning the Situation in the Communist Party of Yugoslavia” in 
regard to the mistake of the Yugoslav Communist Party in departing 
from the principles of Marxism-Leninism and sinking into bourgeois 
nationalism ; but there were defects and mistakes in the method 
adopted at that time by the Information Bureau in dealing with this 
question. The resolution concerning Yugoslavia adopted by the In¬ 
formation Bureau in November 1949 was incorrect and it was later 
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withdrawn by the Communist and Workers' Parlies which took part in 
the information Bureau meeting. Since 1954, the Soviet Union and 
other countries of the socialist camp have done their utmost and taken 
various measures to improve their relations with Yugoslavia. This has 
been fully correct and necessary. The Communist Parties of various 
countries have adopted an attitude of waiting patiently, hoping that 
the leaders of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia may return 
to the Marxist-Leninist stand-point in the interest of adherence by the 
Yugoslav people to the road of socialism. However, the leading group 
of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia have spurned the well- 
intentioned efforts made by the Central Committee of the Communist 
Party of the Soviet Union and the Communists of other countries. 
Around the time of the Hungarian event, they tried to disrupt the unity 
of countries in the socialist camp on the pretext of so-called “opposition 
to Stalinism’' ; during the Hungarian event, they supported the rene¬ 
gade Nagy clique ; and, in their recent congress, they have gone 
further and put forward systematic and comprehensive revisionist 
programme. The leaders of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia 
should think soberly : Will the League of Communists of Yugoslavia 
be able to maintain its solidarity with the Communist Parties of other 
countries by abandoning the fundamental viewpoints of Marxism- 
Leninism and persisting in revisionist viewpoints ? Can there be a 
basis for solidarity without a common Marxist-Leninist viewpoint ? 
Will it be in the interests of the Yugoslav people to reject friendship 
with the countries in the socialist camp and with the Communist 
Parties of other countries ? 

We deem it absolutely necessary to distinguish between right and 
wrong on vital questions in the international workers’ movement. As 
Lenin said : “A policy based on principle is the only correct policy”. 
The world is now at a new historic turning point with the east wind 
prevailing over the w'est w'ind. The struggle between the Marxist 
line and the revisionist line is nothing but a reflection of the sharp¬ 
ening struggle between the rising class forces and the moribund class 
forces in society, a reflection of the sharpening struggle between the 
imperialist world and the socialist world. It is impossible for any 
Marxist-Leninist to escape this struggle. Historical developments 
will testify ever more clearly to the great significance of this struggle 
for the international Communist movement. (Editorial in May 5th’s 
People's Daily.) 



MODERN REVISIONISM MUST BE FOUGHT 
TO THE END” 

The second session of the 8th National Congress of the Chinese 
Communist Party, in the light of the new situation in the international 
Communist movement, pointed out in its resolution on the Moscow 
meetings of representatives of Communist and Workers’ Parties that 
“the international Communist movement has at present the important 
responsibility to adhere firmly to the viewpoints expressed in the declar¬ 
ation of the meeting of representatives of the Communist and Workers’ 
Parties of the socialist countries, to defend the fundamental principles 
of Marxism-Leninism and oppose modern revisionism”. “It is the 
sacred duty of our Party towards the international working class to 
work together with the fraternal Parties, .for the complete defeat of 
modern revisionism, politically and theoretically, and for the safeguard¬ 
ing of Marxism-Leninism and the unity of the international Communist 
movement on the basis of Marxist-Leninist ideology”. Now the light 
.against modern revisionism as represented by the programme of the 
League of Communists of Yugoslavia has begun, but this is only the 
beginning. To smash modern revisionism completely, both politically 
and theoretically, this light must be continued to the very end. 

But is it not “overdoing it” to deal with the Yugoslav revisionists 
in this way ? May it not have some unfavourable elfect on the inter¬ 
national workers’ movement and the struggle for peace ? These are 
questions that have to be answered. 

Some people may think that even if the Yugoslav programme is 
revisionist and benefits the imperialists, it is best not to say so clearly 
to avoid pushing the leading group of the Yugoslav League of Com¬ 
munists to the side of the imperialists. But the fact that the Yugoslav 
programme represents modern revisionism and helps the imperialists, 
particularly the US imperialists, is determined not by any criticism 
from any quarter but by the programme itself which is an objective 
fact. When the leading group of the Yugoslav Communist League 
was drawing up its programme, nobody accused them of being modern 
revisionists or prejudged that they would bring forth a document which 
is such an omnibus of revisionism and which levels such attacks on 
the socialist camp and provides such a shield for US imperialism. On 
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the contrary, even when the leading group of the Yugoslav Communist 
League refused to participate in the Moscow meeting of the Communist 
and Workers’ Parties of the socialist countries and came out 
publicly against the declaration adopted by this meeting, the Commu¬ 
nist and Workers’ Parties of the Socialist countries still maintained 
friendly relations with Yugoslav Communist League and did not enter 
into argument with it. But all this did not prevent the Yugoslav 
Communist League from bringing up and adopting its revisionist 
programme. When the Yugoslav programme patently betrays the 
basic principles, of Marxism-Leninism, what is the result other than 
damage to the political consciousness of the working class and the 
labouring people if you do not say this is revisionism? When the pro¬ 
gramme of the Yugoslav Communist League and the statements and 
actions of its leading group in fact help the US imperialists, and when 
even imperialist journals in the US declare in no uncertain terms that 
“Tito’s interests, as it happens, run parallel to ours for quite a stretch 
ahead” and “we are partners in the only inside job,” what is the 
purpose other than to let Dulles and Company laugh in their sleeves 
if you do not say they are catering to the imperialists? 

The fundamental Marxist-Leninist approch is to recognise all 
things for what they really are. We do not favour painting the pro¬ 
gramme of the Yugoslav Communist League and its leading group worse 
than they are, neither have we the duty nor the right to paint them better 
than they are. It was from this standpoint that the People’s Daily 
editorial of May 5 and the resolution of the 8th National Congress of 
the Chinese Communist Party (second session) stated and repeated 
that on the one hand, the resolution concerning the Yugoslav Comm¬ 
unist Party adopted by the Information Bureau of Communist and 
Workers’ Parties in November, 1949, was wrong and there were defects 
and mistakes in the methods adopted by the Information Bureau in 
June, 1948, in criticising the Yugoslav Communist Party, and it was 
entirely necessary and correct that since 1954 the Central Committee of 
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union headed by Comrade N.S. 
Khrushchov corrected these mistakes, initiated improvement of rela¬ 
tions with Yugoslavia and adopted a whole series of measures to this 
end ; while on the other hand, the criticism of the mistakes of the 
Yugoslav Communist Party made by the Information Bureau in its 
1948 resolution was basically correct and necessary. It is unfortunate 
that the criticism which was necessary and by and large correct should 
have been marred by defects and mistakes in the methods employed ; 
this should be taken as a lesson. But despite an inconsistency between 
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the form and the content, Marxist-Leninists must of course make a 
realistic distinction in dealing with right things and wrong things and 
above all pay attention to content. The question now is that after the 
Communist Parly of the Soviet Union and other Communist Parties 
concerned took positive steps to eliminate all the defects and mistakes, 
the leading group of the Yugoslav Communist League is trying to take 
advantage of the 1949 mistake and the mistakes in methods adopted in 
1948 to completely repudiate all that was correct in the 1948 criticism 
and long after the Communist Parties of all countries had stopped 
mentioning the 1948 resolution, they launched unbridled attacks on 
this resolution at the League’s Congress. As it is, we are bound to 
take another look at what after all was said in the 1948 resolution. 

Just sec for yourself: This resolution criticised the leadership 
of the Yugoslav Communist Party for having “pursued an incorrect 
line which represents a departure from Marxism* Leninism”, that “the 
leaders of the Communist Party of Yugoslavia have taken a stand 
unworthy of Communists, and have begun to identify the foreign 
policy of the Soviet Union with the foreign policy of the imperialistic 
powers, behaving towards the Soviet Union in the same manner as they 
behave to the bourgeois states ; ” “the leaders of the Communist 
Party of Yugoslavia are departing from the positions of the working 
class and arc breaking with the Marxist theory of classes and class 
struggle ; “and “the leadership of the Communist Party of Yugoslavia 
is revising the Marxist-Leninist teachings about the Party”. Arc these 
not facts? Has not the leading group of the Yugoslav Communist 
League by its own deeds in the past 10 years provided added 
evidence of the correctness of this resolution ? On such a serious 
question, can they prove themselves right by repeating “any expectation 
in any quarter that wc shall renounce our principled stands both in 
international and in internal matters, is only a loss of time ? ” 

It can he seen from this that it does not help the Yugoslav 
revisionists to attack the Communist Parties of various countries by 
using the 1948 Information Bureau resolution ; it cannot prevail over 
the criticism against the leading group of the Yugoslav Communist 
League, but can only overwhelm the leaders of the Yugoslav League 
themselves. 

Up to the present, the Yugoslav revisionists have not yet given 
any serious reply to the criticisms made by the Communist Parties of 
various countries, nor can they do so. One of the weapons they often 
use now is to describe this criticism as “interference in internal affairs.” 
This, of course, in no sense represents a serious attitude. The struggle 
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by Marxist-Leninists against the anti-Marxist-Lcninist trend of revi¬ 
sionism is not only unavoidable but a matter of duty. Waging this 
ideological struggle has nothing to do with whether the countries con¬ 
cerned are large or small, or with whether the Parties concerned are in 
power. Even where Marxist-Leninist are still a small group under the 
oppression of reactionary rulers, nobody can deprive them of the 
right to carry on such ideological struggle. Nor has such ideological 
struggle any relation whatever to interference in the internal affairs 
of other countries, by force or by underhand means, or to so-called 
big nation chauvinism and hegemony. To employ such allegations to 
shift the ground of the argument, to use such sophistry and slander, 
is ludicrous. And it is doubly so for the leading group of the Yugo¬ 
slav Communist League to throw out charges of so-called interference 
in internal affairs. Is it not the Yugoslav Communist League which, 
in its programme, started talking at length about the internal policies 
of all the socialist countries (which also “bind” them alone) and applied 
a series of malicious labels to them ? If the Yugoslav Communist 
League believes that “Yugoslavia must not concentrate on herself” 
why should other countries concentrate on themselves alone? Why 
should the smaller socialist states neighbouring Yugoslavia, such as 
Albania and Hungry, find that even their right to look after their own 
affairs is infringed upon by Yugoslavia? What curious logic! Some 
people behave as if they could, like the magistrate in the Chinese saying, 
set houses on fire while forbidding ordinary folk to light lamps. But 
a rebuff brings immediate whines about “unequal positions”.... 
enough of it ! 

The Yugoslav revisionists have yet another miserable weapon— 
they say the sort of the things they are doing has been going on for 
a 16ng time, why should they be criticised for them now ? True enough, 
the revisionist standpoint of the leading group of the Yugoslav Com¬ 
munist League has long been there, and that in fact was the basis of 
the 1948 resolution of the Communist Information Bureau. However, 
at that time the leading group of the Yugoslav Communist League had 
not yet systematised their revisionist views. Nor did they, after the 
socialist countries resumed relations with Yugoslavia, state them as 
systematically as they have now done. From 1954 up to the time preced¬ 
ing the 7th Congress of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia, the 
Communist Parties of various countries on many occasions, publicly 
or in other ways, argued with the leading group of the Yugoslav Com¬ 
munist League. As is generally known, these arguments reached 
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a climax after the 1956 counter revolutionary uprising in Hungary. 
Although the arguments failed to change their stand, the leading group 
of the Yugoslav Communist League repeatedly expressed the desire to 
end the argument and to maintain and even improve friendly relations 
with the socialist countries and the Communist Parlies of the various 
countries. In November 1957, though they did not participate in the 
Moscow meeting of the Communist Parties of the socialist countries, the 
leading group of the Yugoslav Communist League joined in the meeting 
of the 64 Communist and Workers’ Parties and in the peace manifesto. 
All this for a time made the Communist Parties of various countries 
rather hopeful. But the leading group of the Yugoslav Communist Lea¬ 
gue once more broke faith and returned evil for good. They unilaterally 
scrapped the agreements between the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia re¬ 
ached in the talks held in 1955, 1956 and 1957 on expanding and streng¬ 
thening co-operation between Yugoslavia and the socialist countries. 
They unilaterally forsook the stand taken on matters regarding prin¬ 
ciples in the international situation expressed in the peace manifesto, 
and put forward an out-and-out revisionist programme. Prior to the 
7th Congress of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia, the Comm¬ 
unist Parties of some countries gave comradely advice to the Yugoslav 
League and suggested that the analysis contained in the draft prog¬ 
ramme, which obviously ran counter to Marxism-Leninism, be deleted. 
The Yugoslav League turned a deaf car to the basic points in this advice. 
So far from heeding this advice, at their congress they concentrated 
their attacks on the Soviet Union which had given them generous fra¬ 
ternal aid and on the socialist countries and the Communist Parties in 
various countries; but they fawned on and servilely thanked American 
imperialism, the most ferocious enemy of the people all over the world. 
So it was only when their prolonged efforts, characterised by patience 
and magnanimity, proved fruitless, that the Communist Parties in various 
countries rightly rebuffed this shameful band of renegades. Now 
the leading group of the Yugoslav Communist League are blaming 
others for not taking a comradely attitude to them and for failing to 
abide by promises. Whom are t icy trying to fool, Jet us ask ? What 
serious minded person can bear with such fooling ? 

All over the world the most urgent present task of the people 
is the defence of peace. Will the light against the Yugoslav revisionists 
hamper the people’s cause of defending peace ? The New York Times 
editorial of June 1 helpfully provide us with an answer. It said: 
“unexpected and now unforeseeable developments may produce 
situations in the months ahead in which other Communist ruled nations 
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might request our aid and in which it would he desirable for us to grant 
such request. .. Certainly the news from Belgrade and Moscow in 
recent days suggest that the flexibility shown in the past in regard to 
American aid to Yugoslavia was wise from the point of view of our 
own interests’'. Those who do not see the danger of Yugoslav revi¬ 
sionism should give this careful attention. The US expects the Yugoslav 
example to encourage new Nagvs hidden in the Communist Parlies 
of the socialist countries, and that these new Nagvs may perhaps brng 
about “unexpected and now unforeseeable developments” “in the 
the months ahead” and may seize political power and ask for US aid 
as Yugoslavia has been doing. Although this is an illusion of some 
US imperialists, it is not difficult to see from it the role of Yugoslav 
revisionism in the US imperialists’ plans for subversion and the signi¬ 
ficance of the fight against Yugoslav revisionism for the cause of de¬ 
fending peace. At the same time, it is not difficult to see the difference 
between Yugoslav revisionism and neutralism in general : ordinary 
neutral countries cannot serve the purpose of subversion which the US 
requires, but often themselves become the target of US subversion. 
The tight against Yugoslav revisionism is not only to draw a clear-cut 
dividing line between Marxism-Leninism and anti-Marxism-Leninism, 
but to let all supporters of socialism recognise the leading group of the 
Yusoglav Communist League for what they arc, and so serve to conso¬ 
lidate the core of the peace forces—the socialist camp and the inter, 
national workers’ movement. It is also to let all supporters of peace 
recognise the imperialists, particularly the US imperialists, for what 
they are and see clearly where the danger of war lies. This is naturally 
even more obvious in the interests of peace. 

But to draw a dividing line does not mean severing-diplomatic 
relations. The leading group of the Yugoslav Communist League 
complains that to criticise its servility to US imperialism is to force it to 
sever diplomatic relations with the US. This is simply deliberate and 
dishonest confusion of two different things. Similarly they are bluff¬ 
ing people by saying that the criticism of Yugoslav revisionism by the 
Communist Parties of the socialist countries means a repetition of 
the history between 1948 and 1954 and a menace to the diplomatic 
relations between these countries and Yugoslavia. But this frightens 
nobody. The post 1948 history will not be repeated, if the true 
face of the Yugoslav revisionists is recognised, their sabotage of the 
socialist camp and the international workers’ movement can be stoppd- 
more easily. To return to the pre-1954 situation is not right. Aeyn 
liow, the working people of Yugoslavia hope to take the socialist road 
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and be friendly with the peoples of the socialist countries. Since 
the socialist countries can maintain diplomatic relations with capitalist 
countries, why cannot they maintain such relations with Yugoslavia ? 
However, since the Yugoslav leaders themselves do not want fraternal 
relations with the socialist countries, it is only natural that relations 
between Yugoslavia and the socialist countries are reduced to ordi¬ 
nary diplomatic relations, and there is no need for the Yugoslav leaders 
or anyone else to make a fuss about it. The programme of the Yugo¬ 
slav Communist League in many places shows that Ytigoslavia supports 
peace. Although this does not show that the programme is Marxist, 
yet so long as Yugoslavia is willing, we believe the socialist countries will 
continue to cooperate with it on the question of safeguarding peace, 
just as they co-operate on this question with some capitalist countries 
and some political forces of the bourgeoisie. Jn fighting against the 
opportunists, Lenin quoted this saying of Marx : “If you must unite, 
Marx wrote to the Party leaders, then enter into agreements to satisfy 
the practical aims of the movement, but do not allow any bargaining 
over principles, do not make “concessions in questions of theory”. 
This teaching of Marx and Lenin is our guide to action. We hold 
that modern revisionism must be fought to the end and there is not room 
for concession here. But the Federal People’s Republic of Yugoslavia 
and the socialist countries, or the League of Communists of Yugoslavia 
and the Communist Parties of various countries—they can still “enter 
into agreements”. Whether this “enter into agreements” will really 
take place and what kind of “agreements” depends primarily on the 
future attitude of the leading group of the League of Communists of 
Yugoslavia. (Editorial in June 4th’s People's Daily of China.) 



YUGOSLAV REVISIONISM IS A PRODUCT OF 
IMPERIALIST POLICY 

T HE struggle of the Marxist-Leninist parties of all countries against 
the revisionism of the leading group in Yugoslavia headed by Tito 
is a big event in current international affairs. The Tito group 
provoked it. The programme which they put forward unleashed an 
attack all along the line against Marxism-Leninism and the socialist camp 
headed by the Soviet Union, believing that by so doing they could 
weaken the positions of Marxism-Leninism and cause a split in the 
international Communist movement. Marxist-Leninist has no choice 
but to accept the challenge and have already begun to show the chall¬ 
engers that they are knocking their heads against the brick wall. Cont¬ 
rary to the expectations of the Tito group, the Communist parties of all 
countries have displayed great solidarity in this struggle. 

It is imperative that we examine the problem in the international 
political and economic setting as a whole and thus lay bare the very 
essence of the revisionism of the Tito group. 

The Tito group’s revisionism is by no means accidental ; it is a 
product of the contemporary international class struggle, a product 
of the policy of the contemporary imperialists, in particular of the 
US imperialists, the fiercest enemy of the people throughout the world. 

The revisionism of the period of the Second International, re¬ 
presented by Bernstein, also reflected the policy of the bourgeoisie— 
the imperialists. But the contemporary revisionism or neo-revisionism 
represented by Tito has a function different from Bernstein’s. Bernstein’s 
revisionism, appeared at the close of the 19th century, when imperialism 
was still a system that held sway over the entire world ; there was as 
yet no state under proletarian dictatorship. But what era are we living 
in today ? The great era of successful proletarian revolution among 
a population of over 900 million, of socialism established as a new 
world system, the era in which the colonial system has already dis¬ 
integrated or is in process of disintegration, and the imperialist system 
is tottering; it is the great era of “the east wind prevailing over the 
west wind”, as Comrade Mao Tse-tung has put it. In this new era, 
the struggle between the socialist and the capitalist systems, between 
the proletariat and the bourgeoisie in all lands, has become a fierce. 
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life-and-death struggle ; and it is this that inevitably stamps modern 
revisionism, that is, neo-revisionism, and gives it new, special features. 

In their lifetime, Marx and Engels repeatedly showed that the 
bourgeoisie of England used a small part of their super profits to 
maintain a stratum of worker aristocrats. Engels once wrote to Marx 
saying : “Those very worst English trade unions which allow them¬ 
selves to be led by men sold to, or at least paid by the middle class”. It 
is well known that in the course of the relentless battle waged by Lenin 
against revisionism, opportunism, reformism, social chauvinism 
and social imperialism, he, time and again, referred to this view of Marx 
and Engels and added new evidence to substantiate it. Lenin said : 
“Objectively the opportunists are a section of the petty bourgeoisie 
and of certain strata of the working class who have been bribed out of 
imperialist super-protits and converted into watchdogs of capitalism and 
corrupters of the labour movement”. 

What is the situation now ? Since the working class has seized 
state power in many countries, the imperialists find it is not sufficient 
to buy up traitors of the working class within their own countries 
alone. They are continuing with this policy of bribery inside their 
own countries, but at the same time the imperialists, with the 
United States imperialists in the lead, are doing their best to find 
bourgeois nationalist elements and those whose standpoint is unfirm, 
and to buy them as tools to undermine proletarian dictatorship, the 
socialist system, the international Communist movement and the unity 
of the socialist countries. The United States imperialists have thus 
picked on the leading group of Yugoslavia, and carried out a policy 
of spending a great deal of money to buy them out. 

According to figures published in newspapers and periodicals of 
the United States and Yugoslavia, between 1945 and 1957 the United 
States extended over 1,700 million US dollars in economic aid to the 
leading group of Yugoslavia ; and of this, over 1,000 million dollars 
were given after 1949. In addition, according to Associated Press 
reports, the United States gave Yugoslavia more than 1,000 million US 
dollars in military aid from 1950 to 1957. This is apart from an esti¬ 
mated 300 million US dollars of economic aid received by Yugoslavia 
from other capitalist countries. In all, the aid given to the leading 
group of Yugoslavia by the whole capitalist world headed by the United 
States amounts to about 3,000 million US dollars. 

In his report to the Seventh Congress of the League of Communi¬ 
sts of Yugoslavia, Tito said that US aid made up 4% of the Yugoslav 
national income. It can be estimated from this figure that US aid 
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constitutes a very large proportion of Yugoslavia’s national budget, 
probably accounting for about 20%. 

The stark fact is that the Yugoslav leading group headed by Tito 
not only live on their own people but on a large amount of US aid. 
And at the same time, the so-called “American way of ]ifc , ' > about which 
the United States imperialists boasts so loudly has also been imported 
into Yugoslav society through the US aid, for the purpose of corrupting 
the Yugoslav propie. 

According to a report published by the Washington Post on June 6, 
1957, “instalment-plan buying of American-style electrical gadgets 
in changing the Yugoslavs from Communists to capitalists,” says Pit¬ 
tsburgh’s GOP congressman James F. Fulton, heretofore bitter foe of 
United States policy toward Marshal Tito of Yugoslavia. He has just 
returned from Tito-land. He said : “The May Day parade had a real 
American look, American tanks, American equipment. There’s tre¬ 
mendous American influence...Among the people, Americans arc the 
most popular of all nationalities”. 

On May 2, 1958, Reuter’s correspondent sent a long report from 
Belgrade in which he said that the Yugoslav press ten years ago was 
“just as dull and doctrinaire as Pravda. Nowadays, it often tries to 
be as racy as the American tabloids.” “Marxist eyebrows are often 
raised by ‘cheesecake’ photographs and the American-angled features 
which regularly appear in the Yugoslav newspapers”. “The Yugoslav 
reader is offered a liberal spread of‘human stories’, including frank and 
often Ciory details of crime and disaster”. All this shows that some 
leading Yugoslav newspapers have been turned into instruments of 
publicity for the “American way of life.” 

Man’s social being determines his consciousness. It is exactly 
the import of large quantities of American aid and the “American 
way of life” that has brought a change in the consciousness of the 
Yugoslav leading group, caused revisionist ideology to grow up among 
them, and determined their internal and external policies which are 
directed against the Soviet Union, against Communism, against the 
socialist camp and against socialism in their own country. 

What are the main points in the revisionism and the domestic and 
foreign policies followed by the leading group in Yugoslavia headed 
by Tito, as expressed in the programme of the League of Communists of 
Yugoslavia ? 

First, on the over-all political struggle in the world, the Tito 
group sets forth views which are diametrically opposed to those con¬ 
tained in the declaration of the Moscow Meeting of the Communist and 
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Workers’ Parties of the Socialist Countries. They deny that the 
most fundamental feature of the present world situation is the counter¬ 
poising of two different social, political and economic world systems 
and of the two camps arising from these two different systems. They 
reject the point made in the declaration that “in our epoch world 
development is determined by the course and results of the competition 
between two diametrically opposed social systems." They completely 
confuse the differences between the two fundamentally different social 
systems of socialism and capitalism, describe the two fundamentally 
different world economic-political systems, the socialist camp and the 
imperialist camp, as “the division of the world into antagonistic military- 
political blocs", and hold that “the division of the world into anta¬ 
gonistic military-political blocs also led to the economic division of 
the world....and thus obstructs the process of the integration of the 
world and impedes the social progress of mankind." According to the 
sophistry of the Tito group, the world or the world economy was 
originally united under the system of capitalist-imperialism, as though 
the capitalist countries had never split into blocs contending for 
world supremacy, arising from the interests of the monopoly. ...in its 
drive for super-profits ; as though they had never engaged in life-and- 
death global wars for the re-division of the world. The Tito group 
does not in any way believe that the way out for humanity lies in the 
ultimate replacement of the capitalist system by the socialist system. 
Their proposal is for the United Nations, which is dominated by US 
imperialism, to “encourage and promote comprehensive co-operation 
and closer connections between peoples, in short, to assist efforts 
towards achieving a fuller unity of the world". 

What is the sort of “unity", the so-called “unity of the world", 
that is intended to be promoted through the US-dominated United 
Nations ? Isn’t this the unity which the Tito group hankers after—unity 
through US imperialism ruling over the world ? 

Second, the Tito group declares that they do not belong to the 
camp of socialism. They swagger about a so-called position of “stand¬ 
ing above blocs." 

What is it all about, anyway ? Reality has shown : (1) that their 
purpose in keeping outside the socialist camp headed by the Soviet Union 
and outside the ranks of the international proletariat is nothing less 
than replacing revolutionary proletarian internationalism by reactionary 
bourgeois nationalism ; (2) that their so-called position of “standing 
above blocs" is nothing other than adaptation to the requirements of 
the imperialist bloc. 
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Third, on the question of war or peace, Marxists have always held 
that the root cause of modern wars is monopoly capitalism, i.e., im¬ 
perialism, and that the socialist countries and the Communist Parties 
of all countries are the core of the forces defending world peace. But 
the Tito group has directed the spearhead of its attack on the socialist 
camp headed by the Soviet Union and acted as apologists for the 
war policy of the imperialist camp. Tito himself has so declared : 
“Owing to Stalin’s inflexible and uncalled for threatening foreign 
policy, seeing that they would be unable to accomplish their aims by 
diplomatic means, the big Western powers decided they would be able 
to do so by displaying force. This was the basic reason for the 
formation of the Atlantic pact, for the creation of a military bloc 
. *.(Tito’s report at the Seventh Congress of the League of Com¬ 
munists of Yugoslavia). Apparently the Tito group is trying to lead up to 
some such absurd, most reactionary conclusion as this : That the 
danger of war arises not from the imperialist system and the imperialist 
camp headed by the United States but from the socialist system and the 
socialist camp headed by the Soviet Union. 

Fourth, according to Lenin’s scientific analysis, imperialism is 
the last stage of capitalism and, with it, mankind has entered the age 
of proletarian revolution. Since the October Revolution, proletarian 
revolution has been victorious in a number of countries, but im¬ 
perialism has not yet reached its ultimate downfall ; the age of 
proletarian revolution is not yet over. But according to the Tito 
group, the world today has already passed beyond the age of imperialism 
and proletarian revolution, because “the capitalist system in its classi¬ 
cal form is increasingly becoming a thing of the past” and social¬ 
ism is coming into being in the capitalist countries. The Tito group 
repeatedly cogitates on the world “age” in the following manner : 
“Mankind is indomitably moving into the age of socialism through 
a wide variety of different roads, into the age in which socialism 
and socialist relations increasingly become the content and method 
of everyday life of all mankind “the age in which mankind is 
living today is already, more than anything else, the age of the introduc¬ 
tion, forming and strengthening of new social, political and cultural 
forms based on socialist economic relationships”. From this they 
come to the conclusion that “socialist thinking is no longer primarily 
concerned with questions relating to the overthrow of the old, capitalist 
system”. In other words, the problem of destroying the capitalist 
system in various countries of the world no long exists, the theory of 
proletarian revolution is already “outmoded” and is nothing but a 
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figment of the thinking of so-called “dogmatists". 

Fifth, according to Lenin, the monopolies “introduce everywhere* 
the striving for domination, not for freedom. The result is reaction 
all along the line, whatever the political system, and an extreme inten¬ 
sification of existing antagonisms in this domain also". But according 
to the Tito group, monopoly capital is peacefully growing into socialism 
in the capitalist countries through the form of state capitalism, and 
state capitalism there is in fact “socialism". In the capitalist: countries, 
they say “the state increasingly controls the activities of capital, 
partially restricting the right of private management of capitalist 
property and depriving the owners of private capital of certain indepen¬ 
dent functions in the economy and in society." 

“In certain fields of activity the top monopoly circles are steadily 
losing their former completely independent role, while some functions 
of the monopolies are increasingly being transferred upon the state." 

“The state assumes an important role in the economy". “The 
role of the state as that of a regulator in the sphere of labour and pro¬ 
perty relationships, of social rights and social services and other social 
relations also grows." 

So runs the extraordinary argument of the Tito group—the state 
apparatus of monopoly capital does not serve monopoly capital ; it 
stands above classes and is fulfiling the task of expropriating monopoly 
capital. 

Sixth, the Tito group, therefore, holds that the working class 
in the capitalist countries can “make the state apparatus to serve the 
society" without having to smash the capitalist stale apparatus. The 
task of the working class there is confined to “winning decisive in¬ 
fluence in state power and gradually—in keeping with its political 
strength—securing development of socialism". 

Seventh, as the Tito group glorifies bourgeois dictatorship in 
every way, it is no wonder that they exert themselves to smear prole¬ 
tarian dictatorship. Speaking like all reactionaries, they allege that 
proletarian dictatorship must inevitably lead to “bureaucracy" and 
“bureaucratic statism." 

Eighth, Marxists consider that there are two kinds of socialist 
ownership, ownership by the whole people and collective ownership, 
and that ownership by the whole people is the higher form of socialist 
ownership. But the Tito group describes ownership by the whole 
people, />., state ownership, in the socialist countries as “state capital¬ 
ism and “the last echo of old social relations". Socialist economy, 
they say, has only two kinds of ownership,—“collective ownership" 



and “personal ownership". By "collective ownership" they mean to 
allow the direct producers to "make decisions pertaining to the creation 
and the total distribution of products". They allege that "private land 
holding" is "a component part of large-scale socialist agricultural 
production," and that small proprietors also represent "a component 
part of the socio-economic forces of socialism." 

In short, the Tito group describes state capitalism in the 
capitalist countries as "socialism", and the ownership by the whole 
people in the socialist countries as "state capitalism". They arc for the 
former but against the latter. "Socialism" of the Tito brand puts the 
collective above the whole people, and, in turn, the individual above 
the collective. Their slogan is "socialism cannot subordinate man’s 
personal happiness to any kind of ‘higher aims’ ". Their logic is that 
individual interests may stand above but should not be subordinated to 
the collective interests and the interests of the whole people, and 
that, all the more, collective interests may stand above but should not 
be subordinated to the interests of the whole people. 

Ninth, "Socialism" of the Tito brand is so queer that to all 
intents and purposes it is "socialism” of the bourgeoisie, the kind of 
"socialism" that is tolerable to the imperialists. It is altogether different 
from socialism as defined by Marxism-Leninism and practised in 
the socialist countries. No wonder they categorically repudiate the 
common laws of socialist revolution and socialist construction, set 
themselves against the common ideas and concerted action of the 
international proletariat and the international Communist movement, 
and maliciously slander such common ideology and concerted action as 
"ideological monopoly" and "political hegemony". 

Tenth, from the above viewpoints, it can be seen that the Tito 
group is hostile to all Communist Parties. 

The Tito group says : "The conception that Communist Parties 
have a monopoly over every aspect of the movement of society towards 
socialism and that socialism can only find its representatives in them and 
move forward through them—is theoretically wrong and practically, 
very harmful". 

It also asserts : "Some of the Communist Parties cease to act as 
the revolutionary creative factor and motive power of social develop¬ 
ment in their respective countries." 

The Tito group has great contempt for the Communist Party of 
the United States. But history will ultimately prove that though the 
US Communist Party, which adheres to the truth, is now small, it is 
a really vital living force and has a great future ; on the other hand. 
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though the Tito group now rules Yugoslavia, who can guarantee that 
it will not trip up over its own revisionism ? 

Eleventh, the Tito group holds that “the development of the 
international workers’ movement during the last few decades did not 
advance in step with the social events and the development of material 
conditions and that “during the last few years of the Stalin period, 
the workers’ movement in the world.... not only stagnated but even 
retrogressed.” 

The Tito group seems blind to the triumph of the Great October 
Socialist Revolution, the success of socialist construction in the Soviet 
Union, the great victories gained in the war against fascism in which 
the Soviet Union played the chief role, the existence of the new socialist 
countries, the growth of the workers’ movements in the capitalist 
countries, and the great Chinese revolution and the People’s Republic 
of China. 

Twelfth, the Tito group holds that “Marxist thought in the 
course of the last few decades has not kept in step with the advance 
of contemporary society”. As the editorial of the Renmin Ribao 
(People’s Daily) pointed out, the Tito group brands the basic principles 
of Marxist-Leninist revolutionary theory as “dogmatism”, and call 
themselves “irreconcilable enemies of dogmatism;” so how can they 
possibly understand whether Marxism has developed or not ? As they 
do not see the great world events that have come about under the lea¬ 
dership of the Communist Parties since the October Revolution, and as 
they utter such reactionary twaddle about “humanity”, “personality 
of man”, “free personality”, “truth about man as social being”, and 
“man’s spiritual constitution”, on the pretext of opposing so-called 
“dogmatism” and “pragmatic revision”, how can they possibly have 
a common language with Marxism-Leninism ? 

These 12 points do not exhaust the revisionist views and the domes¬ 
tic and foreign policies of the Tito group. But they suffice to show 
how the revisionism of the Tito group serves the interests of the 
imperialists, particularly the US imperialists. 

In his report to the Seventh Congress of the League of Comm¬ 
unists of Yugoslavia, Tito called Djilas a revisionist. Tito said : “By 
orders from outside and for Judas’s silver, these traitors wrote 
slanderous pamphlets against the socialism and reality in Yugoslavia”. 
However, as pointed out correctly by an article in the West German 
“Tagesspiegel” of April 22, 1958 : “Here is harsh mockery. For the 
basic ideas of this programme were drafted by no other than Djilas 
himself who is today put behind prison bars. Of course, there is a 
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difference between Djilas and the Tito group; it is that while Djilas 
does not bother to don the cloak of Marxism-Leninism, the Tito group 
still uses Marxism-Leninism as a guise. But has Tito ever thought of 
the programme of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia as being 
actually a dulpicatc of the “new class’' by Djilas ? Tito might well hold 
up Djilas as a mirror to see his own reflection. 

After the war against fascism, the people of Yugoslavia embarked 
on the road to socialism. But under the dominating influence of the 
policies of the Tito group, Yugoslavia has not yet carried out serious, 
thorough going struggle on the economic, political and ideological fronts 
between the-capitalist and the socialist roads, and has not yet solved 
the question of which road shall win in their country. In the 
villages of Yugoslavia, individual economy accounts for more than 
90% of the rural economy and this preserves soil for the come back 
of capitalism. 

The question in Yugoslavia is not solely that of ownership. To 
the people of Yugoslavia, the more serious question is that US im¬ 
perialist dollar policy is exerting its influence on the leading group 
of Yugoslavia and thereby causing confusion among the Yugoslav 
people as to the road to socialism. 

As can be seen from the above-quoted material, the dollar policy 
of US imperialism towards Yugoslavia began in 1945. Even before 
1948, the Tito group already began to forsake the road of proletarian 
internationalism and foster reactionary bourgeois nationalism. This 
was bound up with US imperialist dollar policy and was a product 
of this policy in Yugoslavia. But to this very day, a good many 
Yugoslav people and members of the Yugoslav League of Communists 
still do not realise this. 

Although the programme of the Yugoslav League of Communists 
declares that “personal ownership” and “private land holding” are 
also “socialism”, it is understandable that the leading group of the 
Yugoslav League of Communists do not necessarily hope immediately 
to get rid of the forms of public ownership that came into being in 
the previous course of the revolution, and it is impossible for them 
to do so. For if they do, they will not only meet with resistance 
from the Yugoslav working class and other politically conscious 
working people, but also lose their political stock-in-hand for de¬ 
ceiving their countrymen and fuddling world opinion, and so even¬ 
tually losing their political capital for bargaining with United States 
imperialism. 

There is an acute contradiction between the degenerate policy of 
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the Tito group and the desire of the Yugoslav people and loyal Com¬ 
munists inside the Yugoslav League of Communists to take the road of 
socialism. This is why, to maintain its rule, the Tito group is 
willing to preserve certain forms of public ownership. Moreover, as 
long as the Tito group remains hostile to the international Communist 
movement, to the socialist camp headed by the Soviet Union, US im¬ 
perialists may agree to the preservation of certain forms of public 
ownership in Yugoslavia and assume an attitude of “non-intervention”. 
Consider, for instance, what US News World Report wrote in its issue 
of November 9, 1956. “In urging independent but not necessarily 
capitalistic—governments in countries that are now Soviet satellites 
(the imperialists always talk this nonsense, referring to all the 
socialist countries other than the Soviet Union as ‘satellites’,) the 
Eisenhower administration is continuing its support of Titoism.” 
At a press conference on August 6, 1957, discussing Yugoslavia’s 
function, John Foster Dulles had this to say : “It is possible to 
have a Communist regime without being dominated by what wc call 
“international Communism or a Soviet type brand of Communism”. 

As Marxists see it, there is nothing strange in certain forms of 
public ownership being tolerated in a particular society which is 
governed by an exploiting class, so long as they do no harm, and they 
may even help the fundamental interests of that exploiting class. In 
feudal society, for instance, it is “common for certain village communes, 
or certain forms of public ownership or autonomy to be preserved. In 
capitalist society, a joint stock company may be considered a sort 
of capitalist form of “public ownership” and, what is more, workers 
may also hold shares in the company. Yet, as we all know, that does 
not prevent the capitalists from drawing the maximum profit; on the 
contrary, it adds to the capitalists assurance of maximum profit. After 
the October Revolution, the counter-revolutionaries at one time hoped 
to use a similar organisational form to the Soviets—what they called 
“Soviets without Communists”. When collective farming was brought 
about in the Soviet Union, some counter-revolutionaries at one time 
similarly wanted to use a form of collective farming—-what they called 
“collective farms without Communists”. On this point, Stalin rightly 
said : “Everything depends upon the content that is put into this form”. 
All organizational forms, political or economic remain mere organiza¬ 
tional forms. The question is who runs them, who leads ? As Comrade 
Mao Tse-tung said in his speech “On the Correct Handling of Contra¬ 
dictions among the People,” the revisionists, too, pay lip service to 
Marxism-Leninism. It is said that in Yugoslavia the Tito group permit 
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people to hang up portraits of Marx and Lenin. This point needs to be 
seen from the same angle. What the Tito group is doing is to preserve 
certain Marxist phraseology while depriving it of its revolutionary 
content. In countries where the working class movement has a Marxist 
tradition behind it, revisionists and opportunists may accept a part of 
Marxist theory, and even the theory of the class struggle, where this 
accords with the interests of the bourgeoisie. Lenin said : “Those 
who recognise only the class struggle arc not yet Marxists ; they may 
be found to have gone no further than the boundaries of bourgeois 
reasoning and bourgeois politics. To limit Marxism to the theory of the 
class struggle means curtailing Marxism, distorting it, reducing it to 
something which is acceptable to the bourgeoisie. A Marxist is one who 
extends the acceptance of the class struggle to the acceptance of the 
dictatorship of the proletariat”. But the Tito group are beyond even 
those opportunists who accept the class struggle. They have even 
repudiated the class struggle, in order to fill the bill of the US imperi¬ 
alists. 

The leading group of the League of Communists or Yugoslavia 
declare that in no circumstances will they abandon their revisionist 
attitude, that any attempt to get them to change their position is an 
illusion and of no avail. They also declare that they will not stop 
their contention, that is to say, they will continue to challenge Mar¬ 
xism-Leninism. It can be seen therefore that it is impossible tn end 
this struggle here. Comrade Mao Tsc-tung said that under specific 
conditions, “bad things can be turned into good things.” Things always 
develop according to dialectics. The programme of the League of 
Communists of Yugoslavia is a concentrated expression of modern re¬ 
visionism. ft will serve as an example in reverse to educate the Yugo¬ 
slav people and international Communists and lead people to dis¬ 
tinguish still more clearly between Marxism-Leninism and anti-Mar¬ 
xism-Leninism. Marxism-Leninism has always grown and developed 
by combatting opportunism of every shape and shade. The inter¬ 
national Communist movement is bound to benefit so long as Marxist- 
Leninists wage clearcut, uncompromising struggle against modem 
revisionism. (Chen Po-ta's article in the “Red Flag ”, the fortnightly 
journal of the C.C. of the Chinese Communist Party). 



STTST Wm TOTCR 3T*Rjft, 

Lai Bahadur Shastri National Academy of Administration Library 

*=r*§njft 

MUSSOORIE 

3R7f r cT *f© 

Acc. No. 

f^T fafoft f<FTFF 3TT <T^% 2TT7tf 

^7 5 I 


Phase return this book on or before the date last stamped 
below. 


Date 

^nr^rf 

SFt 

Borrower’s 

No. 

foTPF SOTWcrf 

„ , *Pt SW 

L,ate Borrower’s 

No. 


~ 

} 

i 


— 







1 



. 1 


i 









GL 335.5344 
YUG 



106736 

LBSNAA 












335.5344 

Yug 


f i. H 


3T^rf^T?fo 
ACC. No...^ 
^PT *t. 5??T^T ?f. 

Class No.— Book No. 


Author.. 

wVq^> 


33 S- 53 AM 


V# „ g. LIBRARY 

7 LAL BAHADUR 8HASTRI 

National Academy of Administration 

MUSSOORIE 


Accession No. IC_j6 

1. Books ors Issued for 16 days only but 
may have to be reealled earlier If urgen¬ 
tly required. 

2. An over-due charge of 25 Paisa per day per 
volume will be charged. 

3. Books may be renewed on request, at the 
discretion of the Librarian. 

4. Periodicals, Rare and Referenda books may 

not be Issued and may be consulted only 
in the Library. • •• 

5. Books lost, defaced or Injured In any way 
shall have to be replaced or lta double . 
price shall be pald by the borrower. 








